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Abstract 
The formal realization of Negation in natural languages has been described and 
studied extensively in various researches (Dahl 1979, Karel & Van den Berg 1994， 
Payne 1985). Various negation markers are found and these markers may be different 
in one language depending on the semantic and syntactic requirements. However, the 
available studies on negation mainly focus on spoken languages. In this study, we will 
provide a typology of negation in the sign languages surveyed so far and the first 
systematic description of negation in Hong Kong Sign Language (HKSL) focusing on 
three areas: 1) non-manual expressions in negative statements 2) constituent 
negation 3) sentential negation. 
From a semantic point of view, we investigated different forms of negation 
markers in HKSL. Furthermore, we focus on two sentential negators NOT and 
NOT—HAVE and argue that sentential negation operates on semantic entities at two 
different levels of representations, that is proposition and eventualities. Generally 
speaking, NOT is a truth-functional negator and denies the truth value of a 
presupposed proposition whereas NOT—HAVE is a negative existential quantifier that 
binds an event variable, marking its non-existence. This semantic distinction between 
NOT and NOT HAVE are further investigated with respect to interactions with other 
semantic categories i.e. quantification and aspect in HKSL. The negator NOT shows 
ambiguous readings with the NP quantifier ALL. However, no ambiguity is observed 
with ALL when NOT—HAVE is used to mark sentential negation. 
Despite the differences in interpretation with the quantifier ALL, both NOT and 
NOT一HAVE as sentential negators are not inherently specified for situation types. 
Instead, we observe another negation marker NOT-YET that is inherently specified to 
negate 'bounded situation' and we argue that it is a negator and a perfective aspect 
marker in HKSL. Based on the observation that NOT marks negation in 'identity 
sentences' and NOT HAVE marks negation in 'locative-existential sentences', we 
further suggested a correlation of NOT with 'identification' and NOT_HAVE with 

















(event argument) ° 
這兩個否定詞在語義性質上的分別也反映在它們與其他量化詞的語法關係 




以用於否定身分語句（identity sentences) ° NOT一HAVE的語義包含「存在」 
(existence)之意’所以用於否定存有語句(locative-existential s e n t e n c e s ) � 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
1.0 Negation in natural language 
Extensive typological studies reveal that there are morphemes, bound or 
unbound, for negation in natural languages; and these negation markers may be 
different even in one language depending on the semantic and syntactic requirements 
(Dahl 1979, Kahrel and Van den Berg 1994，Payne 1 9 8 5 ) � I n this section, by way of 
defining the scope of study on negation in Hong Kong Sign Language (HKSL), we 
discuss two types of negation in the spoken language literature: they are 'sentential 
negation', a relatively well-studied area among others, and 'constituent negation'. 
1.1 Negation in spoken languages: a typological description 
Negation markers are morphologically bound or unbound in natural languages. 
In the general literature on negation, attentions were given to the study of sentential 
negation markers, which may be bound or unbound. Therefore, a general review of 
the typological description on negation in spoken languages will provide a point of 
departure to an understanding of the properties of sentential negation. 
‘ I n the literature, morphological negation involves bound negation markers and syntactic negation 
involves unbound negation markers sometimes called negative particles (Dahl 1979，Payne 1985). We 
will not adopt these terms to refer to the two morphologically different types of negation markers since 
we consider the term syntactic negation as misleading. It suggests that bound negation markers i.e. 
morphological negation do not have a role in syntax. However, in current linguistics analysis, syntactic 
heads can be bound or unbound. Therefore, we will use the term bound and unbound to refer to the two 
types of morphologically distinct negation markers. 
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Sentential negation markers that are bound morphemes are similar to tense or 
agreement marking since they may be affixed to the verb. In English, sentential 
negation may be marked by a bound morpheme n't. Both tense and negation are 
realized on the auxiliary verb, as shown in (1). In Turkish, sentential negation is also 
marked by a bound morpheme -me suffixed to the main verb, which also carried tense 
and person/number agreement marking suffixes, as shown in (2). 
(1) It didn't rain. (English) 
(2) a. git-me-di-m. (Turkish) 
gO-NEG-PST-lSG 
'I didn't go.' . 
(Thompson 1998; 316) 
b. Bazi cocuklar uyu-ma-di-0. 
Some children sleep-neg-past-3sg 
'Some children didn't sleep.' 
(Kelepir 1999) 
When -me is attached to a stem, phonological processes may be triggered, as is 
observed in the process of affixation, thus giving different variant forms as in (2b) 
where the final vowel is changed. 
For sentential negation markers that are unbound morphemes, they have their 
own position that can be defined with reference to other constituents in a sentence. As 
revealed in some extensive typological studies on spoken languages, a large number 
of languages have their negation markers at preverbal or postverbal positions while 
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some occurs in sentence-initial or sentence-final positions (Dahl 1979, Payne 1985, 
Kahrel and van den Berg 1994).2 For instance, in Russian, sentential negation is 
marked by a particle ne. The negation marker ne in (3a) and (3b) occupies a preverbal 
position. 
(3) a. On ne igraet (Russian) 
he NEG plays 
'He doesn't play' 
(Payne 1985:222-223) 
b. My ne obnaruzvili documentov 
we NEG found documents-GEN.PL. 
'We didn't find (any) documents.' 
(Horn 1989; 513) 
The realization of sentential negation is also associated with the types of 
predication or grammatical properties like aspect, tense, mood and modality. 
Therefore, different morphological forms i.e. different negation markers may be 
employed in one language depending on the linguistics environment as illustrated in 
the following examples. In Baghdad Arabic, two distinct sentential negation markers 
are used with predicates of different grammatical categories. In (4a), the sentential 
negation marker jua: is used with a verbal predicate; and in (4b) juu: is used with a 
nominal predicate. 
2 In Dahl's (1979) study covering around 240 languages of 40 language families, around 7 languages of 
XVX word order have negation markers in the form of uninflected particles situated at the 
sentence-final position. This typological observation is important when we come to the study of 
negation in Hong Kong Sign Language. 
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(4) a. Tali ma: ra:h liddai'ira (Baghdad Arabic) 
Ali NEG went to the office 
‘Ali didn't go to the office.' 
b. ？ubu:j9 mu: muhaimi 
father-my NEG lawyer.' 
‘My father is not a lawyer.' 
(Payne 1985; 223) 
In Ga, a Western Sudanic language, sentential negation is marked differently 
with respect to tense and aspect. In (5a), sentential negation is realized as vowel 
lengthening and tone change when the verb stem gbee is in past tense form. When the 
verb stem is marked with perfective aspect as in (5b), a bound morpheme kd is 
attached to the verb in marking sentential negation. 
(5) a. Mi-gbee gbee ko (Ga, a Western Sudanic language) 
ISG-PAST-kill-NEG dog ART 
‘I did not kill a dog.' 
b. Mi-ye-ko noko 
ISG-PERF-eat-NEG something 
'I have not eaten anything.' 
(Ablorh-Odjidja 1968)3 
In Hungarian, choice of sentential negation markers is associated with mood. In a 
I 
declarative sentence like (6a), nem is used to mark sentential negation. The other 
sentential negation marker ne is used in an imperative sentence, as shown in (6b). 
(6) a. Nem es-ik az es6 (Hungarian) 
NEG rain-3sG the rain 
'It does not rain.' 
3 The examples are adopted from (Pfau 2000). 
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b. Ne men-j-etek! 
NEG gO-IMP-2PL 
'Do not go!’ 
(Kahrel and van den Berg 1994:146,154) 
In sum, sentential negation markers can be differentiated into bound and 
unbound morphemes. A language can have different sentential negation markers that 
are formally and functionally distinct. The choice of sentential negation markers is 
associated with the types of predication, aspect, tense, mood or modal i ty . . 
1.2 Sentential negation and constituent negation 
In this section, we will draw on the relevant discussions in spoken languages in 
order to define the term 'sentential negation' as used in the field and accordingly in 
the present study. As briefly shown in the previous section, a significant difference 
between sentential negation and constituent negation is that the former interacts with 
other aspects of grammar such as tense and aspect, mood and modality, or 
quantification while the latter does not. We will discuss the properties of 'sentential 
negation' in simple declarative sentences and their interaction with other grammatical 
properties such as the tense/aspect system and quantification. 
1.2.1 Assertion and sentential negation 
From a semantic point of view, a simple declarative sentence is functionally a 
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statement for either affirmative or negative assertion (Lyons 1999)，as shown in (7a) 
and (7b) respectively. We will begin the discussion briefly on the positive statement in 
(7a) and then explain its relation with sentential negation. 
(7) a. It rained. 
b. It didn't rain. 
In uttering a statement like (7a), an assertion of the proposition p - it rained - is made. 
According to Stalnaker (2002), making an assertion changes the presupposition of the 
participants in the conversation through adding to the presupposed an asserted content. 
Therefore, in (7a), it is asserted true that this proposition p is a representation of the 
world as being a certain way in some possible worlds. In other words, the proposition 
p is the asserted content to some presupposed proposition in the conversation. 
How is the positive statement related to or different from the negative one? First 
of all, both statements involve assertion. The statement in (7a) is an affirmative 
assertion, in contrast with (7b) which is a negative assertion (Givon 1993). (7b) 
involves sentential negation and the content of assertion is different from that in (7a). 
(7a) and (7b) form a contradictory pair such that either of the propositions asserted in 
(7a) and (7b) is true; also that both of them cannot be false. Assuming that the 
proposition asserted in (7a) is p and that in (7b) is q, they have truth relations 





The table shows that the truth of p entails the falsity of q and the truth of q entails the 
falsity of p. This relation between (7a) and (7b), or more specifically, between p and q 
can be captured by representing q as � p in which is a symbol for a proposition 
negator in prepositional logic. Therefore, sentential negation marked by n 't in (7b) 
expresses a negated proposition � p . In uttering (7b), we made a negative assertion 
such that the negated proposition � p is asserted. According to Givon (1993), negative 
assertion is more marked as compared with affirmative assertion in terms of 
presupposition. A negative assertion (as in (7b)), is a speech-act of denial such that the 
corresponding proposition p is presupposed and denied of being true. 
In sum, semantically, sentential negation functions as negative assertion. By 
uttering (7b), which is a case of sentential negation, the negated proposition ~p is the 
asserted content to some presupposed proposition in the conversation and in this 
discourse the corresponding proposition p is presupposed. In the next section we shall 
turn to discuss the relation between sentential negation and emphatic affirmation 
which has been noted in (Chomsky 1957)，(Klima 1964) and (Laka 1990). This 
relation is discussed here because we can find such parallels between sentential 
negation and emphatic affirmation in some languages including HKSL. 
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1.2.2 Sentential negation and emphatic affirmation 
In line with Chomsky (1957) and Klima (1964)，Laka (1990) posits that there is 
an affirmative morpheme which is realized as a phonological feature [stress] 
(indicated in the example with an underscore), as shown in (9c). 
(9) a. He went to the store. 
b. He did not go to the store. 
c. He ^ go to the store. 
As discussed in the previous section, the simple declarative (9a) functions as an 
asserted statement. (9b) is a case of sentential negation and it is differentiated from 
(9a) because it has an affirmative presupposition i.e. the proposition p - he went to 
the store. (9c) would be similar to (9b) as it is also marked in terms of presupposition. 
The difference is that in uttering (9c) it cancels a negative presupposition i.e. the 
proposition � p — he did not go to the store. 
The emphatic affirmation with did in (9c) affirms the truth of the proposition 
expressed in (9a) which was presupposed to be false. The sentential negation (9b) 
reverses the truth value of the proposition expressed in (9a) which is presupposed to 
be true. To map these semantic arguments onto a syntactic representation, Laka (1990) 
proposes that there exists an affirmative head Aff in (9c) and a negative head Neg in 
(9b) which reside in a syntactic category E below TP in English. In his account, the S 
phrase is a broad syntactic category. It projects into a NegP when headed by Neg. 
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When it is headed by the affirmative head Aff, it projects into an AffP/ The E 
category is characterized as a projection holding elements that are related to the truth 






The affirmative head may be phonologically realized as stress, and the negative 
particle not is one of the possible candidates for the head position in SP. 
A similar analysis is proposed for sentential negation in Basque (Laka 1990)5. 
Adopting an IP-analysis, he argues that in a language like Basque, sentential negation 
is marked by a negative particle ez 'not' which induces an auxiliary da 'has' to raise 
from head of IP and attach to the negation marker ez at the head of SP, as shown in 
(l ib). In emphatic affirmation, as shown in (11c), the auxiliary raises to the head of 
ZP and attaches to an affirmative morpheme which is realized as stress. 
(11) a. Mari joan da 
Mary left has 
'Mary has left.' 
4 NegP is usually treated as an independent syntactic category in other analysis as in (Pollock 1989, 
Haegeman 1995，Rizzi 1990，Zanuttini 2000). However, we will follow Laka's (1990) analysis of 
projecting a SP since we are focusing on the semantic characterization of this projection, that is its 
relation with negative assertion and emphatic affirmation. 
5 In Basque, SP is head initial and IP is head-final i.e. they are at opposing direction. The head of SP 
selects IP as its complement whereas English TP selects the ZP. 
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b. Mari ez da joan 
Mary not has left 
'Mary hasn't left.' 
c. Mari da joan 
Mary has left 
‘Mary has left.' 
(Laka 1990;84) 
To sum, we have illustrated some parallel between sentential negation and 
emphatic affirmation from the English and Basque data. They are similar as both are 
marked semantically in terms of a set of presuppositions. In sentential negation, the 
sentence is within the scope of negation and it reverses the truth value of the 
proposition expressed. In the following section, we shall further discuss the scope 
property of sentential negation and contrast it with constituent negation. 
1.2.3 Sentential negation versus constituent negation 
As discussed in the previous section, the negation markers like not and ez 'not' 
head their own syntactic projection in the case of sentential negation. Constituent 
negation is observed, on the other hand, when the negation marker does not head its 
own phrase. In English, the negation marker not is used to mark either constituent or 
sentential negation. The Neg head is realized as not in (12a) and Aff head is realized 
as stress in (12b). (12a) is ungrammatical if the emphatic stress falls on do while not 
in this example marks sentential negation which is in complementary distribution with 
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emphatic affirmation. 
(12) a. *I did not, as Bill had thought, go to the store. 
(Laka 1990;93) 
b. I • as Bill had thought, not go to the store. 
(12b) is also marked by not but it is a case of constituent negation. It is different 
from sentential negation in the sense that the negation marker not does not head a 
syntactic position. The Jo-support is triggered by emphatic affirmation rather than 
sentential negation.^ In (12b) not occurs after the parenthetical phrase as Bill had 
thought and before the verb phrase go to the store. The VP is headed by the lexical 
verb go to which the negation marker not is adjoined. This structure suggests that not 
does not projects a NegP, but is within a projection headed by another grammatical 
category. 
Sentential negation and constituent negation display other grammatical 
differences. Negative polarity items are licensed in negative statements with sentential 
negation. For sentential negation in (13a), the negative polarity item anything is 
licensed because the negation marker not resides at a syntactic position that 
c-commands anything which is within the VP. 
6 In (Klima 1964)，it is suggested that sentential negation as well as emphatic affirmation have in their 
sentence structure a preverbal particle neg and emph respectively. For both sentential negation and 
emphatic affirmation, the presence of these particles triggers cto-support for tense realization which is 
blocked by them. 
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(13) a. He does not like anything. 
b.*He does not like anything. 
c. *He dislikes anything. 
(13b) is ungrammatical, similar to (12a), because it induces a constituent negation 
reading with emphatic affirmation. (13b) and (13c) are ungrammatical because both 
the negative particle not and the prefix dis- are attached to the verb for constituent 
negation. The negative polarity item anything is not c-commanded by a negative 
marker that heads its own projection in (13b) and (13c). 
As shown in (14a) not is the head of SP which c-commands anything within the 
VP. The cases of constituent negations in (13b) and (13c) are explained with (14b) 
and (14c) where not is adjoined to and dis- affixed to the verb like respectively. 
(14) a. [sp not [VP like anything]] 
b. [VP [v-not like] [dp anything]] 
c. [VP [V’ dislike] [DP anything]] 
In both cases, the verb but not the negation markers head its own projection, a VP, and 
hence anything is not c-commanded by any negation markers. 
Therefore, sentential negation is grammatically distinct from constituent 
negation because in the former case there exists, above the VP, a structural position 
headed by a negative element. We will assume that for all cases of sentential negation 
a negator heads its functional projection, a NegP. 
As we mentioned in the beginning, sentential negation interacts with other 
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aspects of grammar such as tense and aspect, as well as quantification. We will 
examine these properties in the context of sentential negation in spoken languages in 
the following sections. 
1.3. Sentential negation and the tense/aspect system 
Sentential negation has been semantically defined, in section 1.2.1, as operating 
on propositions by reversing the truth value of the proposition from true to false. In 
this section, we will continue to explore the semantics of sentential negation and 
illustrate briefly that sentential negation in natural language may have a richer 
semantics than merely reversing the truth value of propositions. These discussions 
will pave the way for our investigation into the semantics of sentential negation in 
HKSL. 
According to Ramchand (2004)，Bengali has two sentential negation markers na 
and ni. An interesting phenomenon in Bengali is that negation in the present 
perfective context is not available and only negation of a sentence in perfective aspect 
and past tense is attested. Instead of marking negation in the sentence with perfect 
tense using na, as shown in the ungrammaticality of (15a), Bengali opts for the 
negation marker ni to mark negation in a perfective context as in (15b)^. 
7 Ramchand (2004) argues that simple past in Bengali is obligatory perfective and therefore simple past 
is incompatible with durational adverbials and stative verbs except for an inchoative interpretation. 
(i) ？?Uma kichukkhoner jonno am-Ta khe-l-o 
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(15) a. *ami am-Ta kheye-ch-i na 
I mango-CL eat.PERF-PRES-lst NEG 
'I have not eaten the mango.' 
b. ami am-Ta kha-i ni 
I mango-CL eat-1st NEG 
'I didn't eat the mango.' 
(Ramchand 2004) 
This ungrammaticality of negation with present perfective cannot be explained if 
sentential negation in the above cases is just semantically an operator of propositions. 
Therefore, Ramchand (2004) argues that in Bengali there are two distinct sentential 
negation markers - a negative quantifier na over an event variable and a negative 
quantifier ni over a time variable. In (16a) na is a negation marker for events such that 
the reading is 'at some particular time in the past no event of the specified type 
occurs'. On the other hand, the negation marker ni is a quantifier which binds a time 
variable and the reading of (16b) is ‘for no time at all (in the discourse context) did an 
event of the specified type occur' (Ramchand 2004). 
(16) a. Ram am-Ta khelo na 
Ram mango-CL eat.PAST-3rd NEG 
'Ram didn't eat the mango.' 
b. Ram am-Ta khay ni 
I mango-CL eat-3rd NEG 
'Ram didn't eat the mango at all.' 
(Ramchand 2004) 
Uma for a while mango-CL eat-PAST-3rd 
'Uma ate the mango for a while.' 
(ii) ？?Uma uttor-Ta jan-l-o 
Uma answer-CL know-PAST-3"* 
Only as 'Uma suddenly knew the answer (the answer suddenly occurred to her).'(Ramchand 2004) 
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A different type of interaction between sentential negation and aspect is observed 
in Cantonese, a Chinese dialect spoken in the larger hearing community in Hong 
Kong. There are two sentential negation markers m4 'not' and mei6 ‘not-have’ in 
Cantonese. These negation markers are distinctive in terms of aspectual selection i.e. 
they are sensitive to aspectual properties of the eventualities they negate. While 
o 
analyzing data from Mandarin Chinese , Ernst (1995) suggested that bu 'not', an 
equivalent marker to m4 in Cantonese, requires 'aspectually unbounded situations' 
while mei 'not-have' requires 'aspectually bounded situations'. Following Smith 
(1991), Ernst (1995) considers situations without natural endpoints like State and 
Activity as 'aspectually unbounded situations'. Therefore, bu 'not' is the negation 
marker for State and Activity, as in (17a) and (17b) respectively. 
(17) a. Ta bu gaoxing 
He not happy 
'He's not happy.' 
b. Tamen xianzai bu ban gong 
they now not do work 
'They're not working (in the office) now.' 
(Ernst 1995; 697) 
On the other hand, situation types like Achievement in (18a) and Accomplishment in 
(18b) are 'aspectually bounded situations'. 
8 The negation markers of Mandarin Chinese and Cantonese included in the present study share similar 
functions and interpretations. 
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(18) a. Wo mei na-dao qian 
I not-have hold-to money 
'I didn't take the money.' 
b. Wo mei kan zhe-ban shu 
I not-have read this-CL book 
‘I didn't read this book.' 
In the above cases, mei 'not-have' is the negation marker for Achievement and 
Accomplishment, as shown in (18a) and (18b) respectively. 
In this section, we have briefly illustrated that sentential negation may take the 
form of a proposition operator or a quantifier in natural language. Interpreting 
sentential negation as a quantifier of event or time variables may explain why 
negation interacts closely with the tense/aspect system in some languages, as noted in 
section 1.3. In this paper, we will explore the semantics of sentential negation in 
HKSL while drawing references to negation in Bengali, Mandarin Chinese and 
Cantonese represented above. 
1.4 Scope ambiguities of quantification and sentential negation 
In this section we will first show that sentential negations in natural language can 
be ambiguous between two readings with reference to quantifier scope. Ambiguity 
between a 'wide scope negation' and a 'narrow scope negation' reading will be 
illustrated briefly with data from Basque and English. The 'wide scope negation' 
reading is generally interpreted as the negator having a wider scope over the 
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quantifier scope that is，V in formal representation. The ‘a narrow scope negation' 
reading is interpreted as the negator having a narrower scope within the quantifier 
scope and it is represented as V飞 In this section, however, we will review a different 
proposal that attempts to explain the above stated ambiguities in terms of lexical 
ambiguity of the quantifier, specifically all in English. We will be adopting this lexical 
ambiguity view in the present study when we discuss the ambiguous reading of HKSL 
sentential negation and the quantifier ALL in Chapter 3. 
In the Basque example as shown in (19), it is suggested that sentential negation 
and universal quantifier denak gave rise to ambiguity: 
(19) ez dira denak etorri 
not-have all come 
'All didn't come.' 
(Laka 1990;96) 
Laka (1990) suggests that in this language the universal quantifier subject denak in 
(19) is within IP. (19) is ambiguous between two readings i.e. 'not all of them are such 
that they came' and 'all of them are such that they didn't come'. The former is 
interpreted as，V such that the truth condition is 'some came and some didn't'. The 
latter is interpreted as V，such that the truth condition is 'none of them came'. 
The universal quantifier can undergo overt movement and landed outside IP, 
therefore, giving a structure shown in (20). 
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(20) denak ez dira etorri 
all not-have come 
'All didn't come.' 
(Laka 1990;96) 
It is suggested that for both (19) and (20) a wide scope reading i.e. 'not all came' is 
the most salient reading. However, we expect that, conforming to the surface word 
order, the more salient reading for (19) should be，V while that for (20) is V，. Laka 
(1990) also notes that the wide scope reading for (19) and (20) was just most salient 
for many speakers only i.e. not for all speakers. Nevertheless, with respect to the 
speakers' judgment on the readings, Laka does not elaborate on whether the structural 
differences between (19) and (20) might induce a different semantic interpretation for 
speakers who do not find the wide scope reading more salient. 
In English, sentential negation with universal quantifier all gives rise to 
ambiguities as well. In (21) where the quantifier all is in subject position, two 
readings are available. Sentential negation in (21a) is interpreted as having a wide 
scope reading over the quantifier. A narrow scope reading in (21b) is illustrated in the 
paraphrase with negation restricted to the sub-ordinate clause. 
” ( 2 1 ) a. All of them didn ’t go to the store. 
‘Not all of them were such that they went to the store.' 
b. All of them didn't go to the store. 
'All of them were such that they didn't go to the store,' 
Horn (1989) claims that the wide scope reading in (21a) and the narrow scope reading 
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in (21b) are acceptable for many speakers. However, he suggests that the 
narrow-scope reading is accepted by some English speakers only provided that a 
negative tag is added, as shown in (22): 
(22) All the students didn't fail the test, didn't they? 
(Horn 1989;491) 
For this group of speakers, a wide scope negation reading as in (21a) is eliminated in 
(22), in other words, (22) must be read off as 'none of them fail the test' but never as 
'some fail the test and some didn't'. Only the narrow scope negation reading is 
available^. 
Lu (2000) suggests that the source of ambiguity is the vagueness in the 
interpretation of all in English. This lexical ambiguity view is our next focus of 
discussion. First, Lu (2000) elaborates on Vendler's (1967) distinctions between all 
and each in having 'collective' and 'distributive' references and argues that all in (23) 
is ambiguous between a collective and distributive reading. 
9 Scope ambiguity in sentential negation with quantifiers is also observed in French. Sentential 
negation in French may be interpreted with the negation marker taking a wide scope or narrowe scope 
than the quantifier beaucoup. Zanuttini (2000) claims that this scope ambiguity arises when the 
quantifier beaucoup is in the object position, as in (i) and (ii). 
(i) II n'a pas resolu beaucoup de problemes 
he Neg'has Neg solved many of problems 
'Not many problems are such that he solved them.' 
(ii) II n'a pas resolu beaucoup de problemes 
he Neg'has Neg solved many of problems 
'Many problems are such that he didn't solve them.' 
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(23) All the boys baked a cake. 
(Lu 2000;56) 
(23) is ambiguous between two readings: i) all the boys participated in a single event 
in which one cake is baked ii) each of the boys is participating in an individual event 
in which one cake is baked. Therefore, the outcomes in the two readings are different 
such that there is only one cake in the first reading while there are cakes as many as 
the number of the boys in the second reading. 
Lu (2000) argues that all is compatible with both collective and distributive 
readings rather than just the collective reading as suggested in Vendler (1967). The 
choice of predicate affects the interpretation of all. In English gather must choose a 
group of people as the subject, as shown by the ungrammaticality of (24a) which 
selects a singular subject. 
(24) a. *The boy gather in the yard. 
b. The boy played in the yard. 
c. The boys played in the yard. 
In (24b) and (24c), play may, respectively, choose an individual reading or a group 
reading for the subject. 
Subject to the effect of the predicate, all in (25a) must be interpreted with a 
collective reading while all in (25b) may be interpreted with either a collective or 
distributive reading. (25) can be interpreted in a situation where five children are in a 
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yard, three of them are boys and two of them are girls. The boys are John, Peter, Alex 
and the girls are Sally and Mary. For (25a) John, Peter and Alex are interpreted as 
members of a group {j, p, a} and hence resulting in a collective reading. 
(25) a. All the boys gathered in the yard, 
b. All the boys played in the yard. 
In (25b) John, Peter and Alex are either interpreted as a group {j, p, a} or as a list of 
individuals {(j), (p)，(a)}. When they are referred to as a group, a collective reading 
obtains and a matching real-world situation could be John, Peter and Alex played a 
football game in the yard. In another real-world situation where John, Peter and Alex 
are each playing with his own toy, a distributive reading results. Similar ambiguity of 
all is observed for sentential negation in (26). 
(26) All the boys aren't playing in the yard. 
The distributive reading of all is selected when the boys are referred to as individuals 
{(j), (p)，(a)}. The reading is obtained when John didn't play in the yard, Peter didn't 
play in the yard and Alex didn't play in the yard. Therefore, (26) would receive a 
reading as in (27a): 
(27) a. All the boys are such that they aren't playing in the yard, 
b. Not all the boys are such that they are playing in the yard. 
On the other hand, (26) would receive a reading as in (27b) when the boys are 
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referred to as a group (j, p, a}, a collective reading of all is selected, meaning ‘The 
group as a whole didn't play in the yard'. The reading in (27b) doesn't exclude 
situations where boys playing together in other possible group combinations such as 
(j, p}, {j, a}, {p, a} or even for any of the individuals if the number is not all. 
In conclusion, as argued by Lu (2000)，the ambiguities in sentential negation can 
be boiled down to lexical ambiguity of this quantifier without invoking a wide or 
narrow scope interaction between sentential negation and quantification. How this 
lexical ambiguity view may apply to the Basque and French data is beyond the scope 
of our discussion. However, in the present investigation on HKSL, we will discuss 
how sentential negation and quantifier scope interpretation in this language can be 
analyzed from the perspective of lexical ambiguity. 
1.5 Scope of the present study 
The current study attempts primarily to provide a preliminary description of 
negation in HKSL. This description is significant as a first attempt to account for the 
negation in HKSL against the background of a wider range of negation phenomena as 
documented so far in both spoken and sign language literature. Primarily, there are 
three areas of interest with the present study. 
i) The marking of sentential negation in HKSL 
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ii) The interaction between negation and aspect in HKSL 
iii) The interaction between negation and quantification in HKSL 
Being the first attempt to explore these three different areas, this study will not 
provide a thorough discussion on all the negation markers identified in HKSL. Instead, 
we will focus on the function and semantics of two crucial negation markers NOT and 
NOT-HAVE in HKSL. 
In this paper, we will draw references to the discussion of negation in Mandarin 
Chinese and Cantonese since preliminary observations show that aspects of semantic 
distinctions between NOT and NOT_HAVE bear some resemblance with the 
distinctions observed among the negation markers in these two dialects of China, they 
are namely, m4hai6 ‘not-be’ in Cantonese or bushi ‘not-be’ in Mandarin Chinese, m4 
'not' in Cantonese or bu ‘not’ in Mandarin Chinese, as well as mou5 'not-have' in 
Cantonese and mei'not-have' in Mandarin Chinese. Where relevant, a relatively more 
extensive discussion on negation in the Chinese data will be included to serve as the 
point of departure into our investigation on negation in HKSL. 
- I n HKSL, the negative statements in the (b) sentences of (28) - (31) are marked 
by a negation marker NOT while we also observe NOT_HAVE in the (b) sentences of 
(32)-(34): 
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(28) a. JAFI SICK 
'Jafi is sick.' 
b. JAFI SICK NOT 
'Jafi isn't sick.' 
(29) a. TOMORROW JAFI PRESENT 
'Jafi is presenting tomorrow.' 
b. TOMORROW JAFI PRESENT NOT 
'Jafi is not presenting tomorrow.' 
(30) a. INDEX3 JAFI FATHER 
'He is Jafi's father.' 
b. INDEX3 JAFI FATHER NOT 
‘He isn't Jafi's father.' 
(31) a. INDEX, 1TEACH2 
‘I teach you.' 
b. INDEX, 1TEACH2 NOT 
'I don't teach you.' 
(32) a. ROOM COMPUTER HAVE 
'There are computers in the room.' 
b. ROOM COMPUTER NOT_HAVE 
'There aren't computers in the room.' 
(33) a. MORNING JAFI SAD 
'Jafi was sad this morning.' 
b. MORNING JAFI SAD NOT_HAVE 
'Jafi wasn't sad this morning.' 
(34) a. JAFI CRY 
'Jafi cried.' 
b. JAFI CRY NOT—HAVE 
'Jafi didn't cry.' 
We propose that NOT and NOT_HAVE are two sentential negation markers in HKSL, 
and both mark negation in simple declarative sentences with nominal, adjectival and 
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verbal predicates. Also, NOT seems to have functions similar to the sentential 
negation markers discussed in the Chinese data. 
Generally speaking, NOT may cover a range of functions that are performed by 
distinct negation markers in Cantonese. In (35) where four distinct Cantonese 
negation markers are used, the corresponding constructions will all be negated with 
NOT in HKSL. 
(35) a. Jafi m4hai6 beng6 
Jafi not-be sick 
'Jafi wasn't sick.' 
b. Jafi m4 sik6 joek6 aa3 
Jafi not eat medication PRT 
'Jafi won't take the medication.' 
c. Jafi m4sai2 maaiS faal 
Jafi need-not buy flower 
'Jafi didn't have to buy flowers.' 
d. (Nei5) m4hou2 zau2 
You don't leave 
'Don't leave.' 
m4hai6 ‘not-be’ in (35a) and m4 'not' (35b) are similar to bushi 'not-be' and bu 
'not' in Mandarin Chinese.'® In (35c) m4sai2 'need-not' is a negative counterpart of a 
modal yiu3 that expresses necessity. Lastly, m4hou2 'don't' in (35d) is a negative 
imperative marker (Matthews & Yip 1994). In HKSL, the four functions would 
however be expressed using NOT with the corresponding mouthing of m4, m4hai6, 
Contrastive studies of these negation markers between Cantonese and Mandarin Chinese are few as 
most Chinese linguists regard them to be quite similar in their semantics and interpretations. 
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m4sai2 and m4hou2. Given this observation, our discussion of the semantics of NOT, 
say its role as a sentential negation marker, will benefit from the various discussions 
of some of these negation markers in the Chinese data. 
Studies of negation in Chinese will also provide some ground for discussing the 
semantics of NOT_HAVE in HKSL. We propose that NOT—HAVE is similar to the 
Mandarin mei 'not-have' and the Cantonese mou5 'not-have' as being used to deny 
'existence', as illustrated in (36) with (37) and (38). 
(36) ROOM COMPUTER NOT_HAVE (HKSL) 
'There aren't computers in the room.' 
(37) Fanzi nu mei(you) diannau (Mandarin) 
Room inside not-have computer 
There aren't computers in the room.' 
(38) Fong2 neoi5min6 mou5 din6nou5 (Cantonese) 
Room inside not-have computer 
'There aren't computers in the room.' 
(31) - (33) are locative-existential sentences in which the negation markers are used 
to deny the existence of some 'computers' in ‘the room'. In Cantonese, mou5 
'not-have' is used to state that a certain event did not occur (Matthews & Yip 1994). 
As for mei in Mandarin, Lin (2003) suggests that it is a marker of nonexistence or 
nonrealization of an event. 
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(39) a. Jafi mou5 haam3 (Cantonese) 
Jafi not-have cry 
‘Jafi didn't cry.' 
b. Jafi mei(you) ku (Mandarin) 
Jafi not-have cry 
'Jafi didn't cry.' 
The proposal that sentential negation can be operators over event arguments as argued 
for in (Ramchand 2004) appears to provide a possible account for sentential negation 
in HKSL, Mandarin as well as Cantonese. Therefore, in this study we shall explore 
the possibility of treating NOT_HAVE as a negative quantifier over events rather than 
an operator on propositions. 
With the discussion on Chinese negation (both Mandarin Chinese and Cantonese) 
as background, we will also explore the interaction between negation and aspect in 
HKSL in order to see whether any of the negative markers, NOT, NOT—HAVE interact 
with aspect in HKSL. The last but not the least is the scope interaction between 
sentential negation and quantification as illustrated in section 1.4. Given that NOT and 
NOT_HAVE are functionally different sentential negation markers, we will explore 
whether they give different scope interpretations i.e. wide or narrow scope in 
sentences with quantifiers. 
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1.6 Data collection and notation conventions 
1.6.1 Spontaneous naturalistic data 
HKSL data were drawn from four hours of video-recording of spontaneous 
interactions between two deaf informants. One of the two informants was a native 
HKSL signer and the other a near-native signer. Negative statements marked with the 
negation markers were extracted from the recorded interactions. The selected negative 
statements were transcribed and further verified with the two informants to confirm 
the meanings. 
1.6.2 Elicited data 
Based on some initial findings in the primary data set, further data were obtained 
through grammatical judgment tests. Two native informants, one of them being the 
informant for the primary data source took part in the tests. The informants were 
requested to watch pieces of short discourses in HKSL (dialogues or narratives) and 
judge whether the discourses are 'natural' enough. Each piece of discourse contains 
some HKSL negative statements. Some sentences in the discourse (including negative 
statements) are ungrammatical or infelicitous in that specific context. 
The informants were asked to reproduce the discourses with modifications they 
considered necessary. Then the author consulted the informants for reasons of 
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modifications. The informants gave detailed comments on the 'naturalness' of the 
discourse as well as meanings of the sentences. The grammaticality of the negative 
statements in terms of their semantics and pragmatics were confirmed during the 
consultation session. 
1.6.3 Notation conventions 
Below is a list of notation conventions adopted in the paper: 
FEMALE glosses of signs in English capitals 
INDEX-2S pronominal index for person, singular 
referents 
INDEX-ioc pronominal index for locatives 
INDEX-det pronominal index for determiners 
1TEACH2 agreement verbs; the numerals 1，2, and 3 
mark 1 � a n d person respectively 
DO NOT LIKE underscores for signs requiring more than 
one word in the gloss 
CL:LIE_DOWN_ON_ONE_SIDE glosses for classifiers and the meaning of 
the sign is provided in the English glosses 
SPORTS^SHOES compounds are marked by ^ 
Aiieg negative affix 
br non-manual markers for brow raises 
g non-manual markers for questions 
neg nonmanual markers for negations 
1.7 Thesis organization 
In Chapter 2, we will first provide an overview of negation in the sign languages 
as documented in different studies so far. We will summarize some aspects of 
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negation where differences between sign and spoken languages are observed. In 
Chapter 3, we will present a general description of the negation phenomena in HKSL. 
The various forms of negation markers will be discussed to flesh out the basic 
semantic differences among them. In Chapter 4, we compare the semantics of NOT 
and NOT_HAVE in HKSL. We argue that NOT and NOT_HAVE are sentential 
negators but the two negators are semantically distinct. The last chapter is devoted to 
some unresolved issues and suggestions for future research. 
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Chapter 2 Negation in Sign Languages 
2.0 Introduction 
In this chapter, a typology of negation in the sign languages surveyed so far will 
be provided. We will summarize some aspects of negation where differences between 
sign and spoken languages are observed. We will also review the analyses of negation 
available in the literature which attempt to account for the semantics and syntax of 
sentential negation in sign languages. These typological tendencies and specific 
negation accounts will serve as a basis for our analysis of negation in HKSL. 
2.1 Negation in sign languages: a typological description 
As noted in Chapter 1，like spoken languages, negation markers are bound or 
unbound morphemes. However, we note some significant differences in typological 
tendencies between spoken and sign languages in terms of the marking of sentential 
and constituent negation. Table 1 provides a summary of the typology of negation as 
reported in sign and spoken languages. The summary is mainly based on the findings 
in Payne (1985) on spoken languages and Zeshan (2004) on sign languages.‘ 
‘Zeshan (2004) provides a typological survey on negation in 38 sign languages of different regions 
including North and South American, Europe, Africa, Asia, and Australia. This is the first extensive 
typological work that deals with a large number of sign languages. 
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Table 1. Negation in spoken and sign languages 
Constituent negation Sentential negation 
Spoken • Marked either by bound or unbound • Marked either by bound or unbound 
languages morphemes morphemes 
參 Unbound negation markers are 
predominantly preverbal 
• Double negation markers are observed 
but relatively uncommon 
Sign 參 usually marked by bound morphemes • Usually marked by unbound morphemes 
languages • Limited and comparatively • Unbound negation markers are 
unproductive predominantly clause-final 
參 Double negation markers are very 
common, usually in combination of 
manual and non-manual negation 
markers 
In Dahl's (1979) study, nearly half of the languages he studied mark sentential 
negation using bound morphemes. The other languages that he studies use unbound 
morphemes to mark sentential negation. However, in sign languages, sentential 
negation is usually marked by unbound morphemes and constituent negation is 
usually marked by bound morphemes (Zeshan 2004). The bound negation morphemes 
are also relatively unproductive as constituent negation markers. 
Comparing with spoken languages, double negation markers are usually used to 
mark sentential negation in sign languages. Furthermore, sentential negation markers 
are predominantly clause-final in sign languages. Though clause-final sentential 
negation markers are also observed in spoken languages, the predominant position is 
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the preverbal position. In what follows, we will review some of the crucial findings in 
the literature and specifically those that have addressed the above issues. 
2.1.1 Constituent negation in sign languages 
There is little discussion concerning constituent negation in sign languages. 
Constituent negation in French Sign Language (LSF), British Sign Language (BSL) 
and American Sign Language (ASL) has been discussed in (Woodward and DeSantis 
1977，Deuchar 1987). In these three sign languages, negation is marked on a small 
number of signs by a palm orientation change, which is supination (for BSL) or 
pronation (for LSF and ASL) of an open handshape at the final stage of the 
articulation. Deuchar (1987) suggests that this is an affix which only applies to a 
limited number of signs such as GOOD, KNOW, WANT, LIKE, HAVE as a constituent 
negation marker^. 
This negative affix is attached to signs that are associated with cognition, 
emotional attitude and possession/existential (Zeshan 2004). This affixation process 
triggers different degrees of phonological assimilation or reduction processes in the 
sign languages reported so far. In Finish Sign Language NEED吼eg undergoes 
phonological processes such that the intrinsic repeated circular movement involved in 
2 In French Sign Language, negative incorporation does not apply to the sign GOOD. In British Sign 
Language, negative incorporation is also applied to signs including WILL and BELIEVE. 
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NEED is deleted after affixation while an additional path movement is added, 
resulting in a palm orientation change at the end of the articulation process. For 
SEEmeg, a larger extent of phonological assimilation is observed such that the 
orientation change that marks negation is realized at the beginning of the sign SEE, 
hence the palm faces outward instead of inward as it is supposed to be originally. In 
fact, if it occurs, constituent negation is usually marked by a palm orientation change 
among the sign languages that have it. 
According to Yang & Fischer (2002), in Chinese Sign Language (CSL), there is a 
constituent negation marker in the form of a morphological suffix. The phonetic form 
of the negative suffix is an extended pinky finger of an I-handshape. The CSL signs 
XING-NG 'unfortunate' and JISHU-BUHAO 'not skillful' are both negated by this 
negative affix. 
However, it is unclear if Yang & Fischer (2002) are referring to compounding or 
affixation. They use 'negative compound signs' to refer to XING-NG and 
JISHU-BUHAO but they also treat NG and BUHAO as suffixes in their discussion. 
Although it is unclear what kind of morphological processes is indeed involved, we 
can observe from their analysis that in CSL the I-handshape can be associated with 
adverse meanings. 
As observed in these studies, constituent negation is found only on a small 
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number of signs. These signs form certain semantics sub-classes such as verbs of 
cognition or emotion. The constituent negation markers in the above mentioned sign 
languages are different from constituent negation markers like un- and non- in English 
or non- and in- in French. In English, the morpheme non- is specified for nouns and 
adjectives as in non-smokers and non-native. However, constituent negation operates 
at different levels: in sign language, the semantics of the verbs is of crucial concern 
whereas in spoken languages, it is the grammatical categories. 
2.1.2 Sentential negation in sign languages 
Four major types of sentential negation markers are found among the sign 
languages documented so far: 1) simple negatives 2) negative temporals 3) negative 
modals 4) negative locative-existentials.^ 'Simple negatives' refers to a class of 
negation markers that are relatively unmarked for tense/aspect, and mood/modality 
like the English not. The ASL sentential negation marker NOT is an example of 
simple negatives. 
(1) a. neg (ASL) 
JOHN NOT READ BOOK 
'John did not read the book.' 
3 Although, in Zeshan's (2004) functional classification, seven categories are distinguished: 1) negative 
existential 2) negative modal 3) negative completive 4) negative imperative 5) emphatic negative 6) 
negative inteijection 7) contrastive negative, the four categories adopted in this study were the most 
commonly found categories among the sign languages he studied. 
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b. n ^ (ASL) 
JOHN NOT READ-PERF BOOK 
'John has not read the book to completion.' 
c. neg (ASL) 
JOHN SHOULD NOT EAT EGG 
'John should not eat eggs.' 
(Aarons 1994; 58-59) 
NOT is used to mark negation in the declarative sentences in (la) - (Ic). Whether 
the sentence is marked with aspect (lb) or modality (Ic), the same negation marker 
NOT is used. 
'Negative temporals' refers to a class of negation markers that are marked for 
aspectual or temporal meanings. Examples are NOT—YET in Sign Language of 
Netherlands (NGT) and PERF—NEG in Swedish Sign Language (SSL); both express a 
negative, perfective meaning and both have a corresponding positive perfective 
marker in the language. 
(2) n ^ (NGT) 
AIRPLANE NOT_YET COME 
'The plane has not yet arrived.' 
(Coerts 1992) 
(3) t neg (SSL) 
POSS-,s BROTHER PERF_NEG MEET INDEX-js 
My brother have-not meet him 
'My brother hasn't met him.' 
(Bergman 1994; i f 
4 The example has been slightly modified to accommodate the notation systems adopted in the present 
paper. 
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Although SSL has both a simple negative NOT and a positive perfective aspect 
marker PERF, negation of the perfective is not marked by the simple negative NOT 
on a sentence with PERF (Bergman 1994). There is an independent marker 
PERF—NEG and it is the only grammatical form to mark negation of the perfective in 
SSL. 
'Negative modals' are negation markers that encode modal meanings like 
'cannot', 'need not', 'will not', 'should not', etc. Therefore, instead of marking 
negation and modality with separate markers as in (4), some sign languages, like SLN, 
have negative modals as in (5). 
(4) neg (ASL) 
JOHN SHOULD NOT EAT EGG 
'John should not eat eggs.' 
(Aarons 1994; 59) 
(5) SLEEP CAN_NOT, TUMBLE (SLN) 
'He was not able to get to sleep, he was only tumbling.' 
(Coerts 1992; 218) 
'Negative locative-existentials‘ includes expressions meaning 'not exist' or 'there 
is/are no，and also those that refer to possession. 
(6) DOCTOR DEAF NOT—HAVE. (LSQ) 
There is no deaf doctor.' 
(Bertthiaume & Rinfret 2000; 12)5 
5 Example adopted from (Zeshan 2004; 22). 
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(7) neg neg (CSL) 
MEIYOU ZHUA DATI MEIYOU. 
nothing master big-shape nothing 
'There is nothing to show that you master the whole shape first.' 
(Yang & Fischer 2002; 180)® 
There are very few discussions on negative locative-existentials in sign languages. In 
this paper, we will discuss the semantics of NOT—EXIST, a negative 
locative-existential marker in HKSL as well as NOT_HAVE as a negation marker for 
locative-existential. 
As mentioned in 2.1, there is a double negative construction in sign languages 
which is comprised of a manual negation marker and a non-manual negation marker. 
It has been proposed that nonmanual expressions are analyzed at the prosodic level in 
sign languages (Sandler 1999). Comparatively speaking, as mentioned in 1.1, a tone 
change and vowel lengthening to mark negation is observed in the spoken language 
Ga), a Western Sudanic language. Non-manual expressions for negation include head 
movements (headshakes, head turn or head tilt)^ or facial expressions (nose wrinkling, 
eye-squinting). Among them headshakes are predominantly used to mark negation in 
many sign languages. 
(8) n ^ (DGS) 
MUTTER BLUME KAUF NICHT 
'Mother is not buying a flower.' 
(Pfau 2003; 7) 
6 This is considered as a case of negative sandwich in (Yang & Fischer 2002). However, further 
discussion of the semantics or syntax of these structures is not available in their discussion. 
7 Veinberg (1993) reported use of head turn to mark negation in Argentine Sign Language. 
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(9) n ^ (ASL) 
JOHN NOT BUY TOMATO 
'John does not buy tomatoes.' 
(Aarons 1999; 80) 
In the above examples, a non-manual negation marker is articulated in conjunction 
with a manual negation marker. The non-manual expression marked as '-neg' 
basically stands for headshakes while in some sign languages other non-manual 
expressions may co-occur with headshakes. It is generally observed that headshakes 
characteristically 'spread' over the manual signs in negative constructions in the sense 
that the onset and offset of headshakes synchronize with the onset and offset of the 
manual sign(s)^. We will come back to the discussion of this double negative 
construction in section 2.2 when we review some of the analyses proposed to account 
for the grammar of these constructions in specific sign languages. 
There is a typological difference between spoken and sign languages in the 
syntactic position of the negation marker in a clause. Clause-final negation markers 
are found only in a small number of spoken languages as against the commonly 
observed preverbal and postverbal positions. On the other hand, the negation marker 
occupies a clause-final position in a majority of sign languages in Zeshan's (2004) 
survey^. In section 2.2, we will introduce Wilbur's analysis (1996) of the occurrence 
8 See (Wilbur 2000) for an introductory overview of the distinctions between non-linguistic and 
linguistic non-manuals in terms of the onset/offset timing between manual and non-manual signs as 
well as the co-existence of non-manuals in sign language expressions. 
9 Comparing with the clause-final position, pre-predicate position is considerably less common. An 
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of the clausal-final negation markers in ASL. 
2.2 Different approaches to analyses of negation in sign languages 
2.2.1 The syntax of headshake in sign languages 
The use of headshake to mark negation has been noted in a variety of sign 
languages surveyed so far. In this discussion, we use headshake to refer to the 
non-manual linguistic, as opposed to affective, expression, characterized as a 
horizontal alternating left-right movement of the head. A number of recent analyses 
suggest that this non-manual expression is a grammatical marker for negation in 
American Sign Language (Baker & Cokely 1980; Liddell 1980), Chinese Sign 
Language (Yang & Fischer 2002)，German Sign Language (Pfau & Quer 2003), Sign 
Language of the Netherlands (Coerts 1992), and Swedish Sign Language (Bergman 
1994). A few of them go further to analyze the grammatical properties of negative 
headshakes. 
In ASL, DGS and Sign Language of Catalan, headshake independently marks 
negation in a clause or it may co-occur with a manual negation marker forming a 
double negative construction, as such, the manual negation marker is said to be 
optional as shown in (10), (11) and (12) for three sign languages respectively. In each 
interesting observation is that sign languages that allow only clause-final position for the negation 
markers are predominantly non-Western. 15 sign languages with pre-predicate are nearly all European 
sign languages and their derivatives in Australasia and the Americas. These might be interesting for 
studying relations between languages and for language families. 
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example, the (a) and (b) sentences are treated as semantically equivalent. 
(10) a. n ^ (ASL) 
JOHN BUY HOUSE 
'John did not buy a house' 
b. neg (ASL) 
JOHN NOT BUY HOUSE 
'John did not buy a house' 
(Aarons 1994; 82) 
(11) a. neg (DGS) 
MUTTER BLUME KAUF 
mother flower buy 
'Mother is not buying a flower.' 
b. n ^ (DGS) 
MUTTER BLUME KAUF NICHT 
mother flower buy not 
'Mother is not buying a flower,' 
(Pfau & Quer 2003; 7) 
(12) a. neg (LSC) 
SANTI CARN MENJAR 
Santi meat eat 
'Santi doesn't eat meat.' 
b. n ^ (LSC) 
SANTI CARN MENJAR NO 
Santi meat eat not 
'Santi doesn't eat meat.' 
(Pfau & Quer 2003; 6) 
Generally speaking, the semantics of headshake is similar to that of NOT, NICHT, and 
NO in the respective languages. Therefore, we assume that the headshake and its 
scope in a negative statement in these languages performs a simple function of 
sentential negation not involving other aspectual or modal meanings, i.e. the simple 
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negatives, as discussed in section 2.1.2. 
In the literature, the spread of non-manual expression over the signs is said to be 
associated with formal grammatical properties. The domain of spread and negation 
scope properties in ASL was noted in Liddell (1980)1® and it was further explored 
using a syntactic analysis in Aarons (1994). Assuming the split IP structure proposed 
in (Pollock 1989) and the concept of feature checking in the Minimalist Program 
(Chomsky 1993), Aarons suggests that headshake in ASL is an overt realization of an 
abstract feature [+neg] generated under NegP and it resides at the head together with 








It is assumed that non-manual linguistic expressions must be borne by manual signs 
and the non-manual realization of a syntactic feature headed by a functional 
projection may spread over the constituents within its c-command domain. In a clause 
marked with both a headshake and a manual negation marker NOT, the negation 
1° Coerts (1992) made a similar observation about headshake and scope of negation in Sign Language 
of the Netherlands. 
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marker NOT and the [+neg] feature, which is realized as headshake, together occupy 
the head of NegP. In the actual articulation, the headshake spreads over NOT and 
optionally over other constituents in its c-command domain. In (14a) negation is 
marked solely by headshake, a syntactic realization of [+neg], and the headshake 
obligatorily spread over the whole VP' ' . In (14b), the headshake is either associated 
with the negation marker NOT or it optionally spreads over the VP which is within the 
c-command domain of the NegP headed by NOT. 
(14) a. n ^ (ASL) 
JOHN BUY HOUSE 
'John did not buy a house' 
b. neg (ASL) 
JOHN NOT BUY HOUSE 
'John did not buy a house' 
(Aarons 1994; 82) 
A different analysis of headshakes is proposed for DGS. In DGS, headshake is 
analyzed as a featural affix (Pfau & Quer 2003). The headshake on KAUF is a 
phonetic realization of the featural affix [+neg], as shown in (15). 
(15) a. _ n ^ (DGS) 
MUTTER BLUME KAUF 
mother flower buy 
'Mother is not buying a flower.' 
‘‘Such analysis within a generative framework is similar to that proposed to account for the spreading 
domains of various non-manual signs realized in other constructions such as topics and interrogatives 
(see Aarons 1994，Petronio & Lillo-Martin 1997). 
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b. n ^ (DCS) 
MUTTER BLUME KAUF NICHT 
mother flower buy not 
'Mother is not buying a flower.' 
(Pfau & Quer 2003; 7) 
Two realizations of headshake are distinguished in (15b). Apart from the featural affix 
[+neg] which is realized as headshake, the manual negation marker NICHT is 
lexically specified for headshake. Therefore it is not a realization of the featural affix 
[+neg] and no spreading of headshake occurs in (15b). 
The manual negation marker NICHT occupies the specifier position of NegP 
which is headed by the featural affix [+neg] as shown in (16). The featural affix is 




/ \ I 
TP Neg NICHT 
八 I 







Therefore, unlike ASL, headshake must be realized on the verb independent of the 
manual negation marker NICHT. 
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A similar account is provided for the LSC data in (Pfau & Quer 2003). Again the 
headshake is analyzed as realization of [+neg] as a featural affix residing in the head 







Spec T， [+neg] 
/ \ NO 
VP T 
八 DP V' 
/ \ 
DP V 
However, different from NICHT in DGS, the negation marker NO heads the NegP 
together with the [+neg] featural affix. In (18a) where the manual negation marker is 
absent, the verb has to raise to head of NegP to pick up the affix, and, therefore the 
headshake spreads only over the verb. 
(18) a. neg (LSC) 
SANTI CARN MENJAR 
Santi meat eat 
'Santi doesn't eat meat.' 
b. (LSC) 
SANTI CARN MENJAR NO 
Santi meat eat not 
'Santi doesn't eat meat.' 
(Pfau & Quer 2003; 6) 
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In (18b), since NO has no lexical specification for headshake, the headshake on NO is 
a realization of the featural affix. Different from NICHT in DGS, NO heads the NegP 
and the affix [+neg] is attached to it. Therefore the headshake is marked only on the 
negation marker and does not spread. 
To sum up, the study of headshake is an important aspect for negation in sign 
languages and we have seen different analyses to account for its grammatical status. 
In brief, headshake can be a lexical specification on a par with manual negation 
marker, a negation affix, or simply an overt realization of abstract feature [+neg]. 
2.2.2 The syntax and semantics of ASL manual negation markers 
2.2.2.1 Syntax and Semantics of negators in ASL 
Two types of ASL negation markers were discussed in (Wood 1999): sentential 
negators NOT and NEVER and negative determiners NOTHING and NCf. Wood 
(1999) argues that both NOT and NEVER originate from the head of NegP and 
therefore NOT and NEVER are in complementary distribution. (19) is ungrammatical 
because the two negators fight for the same position which is the head of NegP. 
(19) a.*JOHN NOT NEVER EAT FISH 
b. *JOHN EAT FISH NOT NEVER 
(Wood 1999; 28) 
Although Wood (1999) argues that the sentential negators NOTrnd NEVER have 
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narrow scope negation i.e. scope over the predicates or constituent negation i.e. scope 
over the arguments only, we suggest that NOT and NEVER are sentential negation 
markers as defined in our study since they head their own projections, NegP in ASL. 
The narrow or constituent scope interpretations of the two negators are indeed 
'focused negation' readings. Givon (1993) suggested that sentential negation not in 
English gives 'neutral VP-negation' in normal stress pattern. Through assignment of 
contrastive stress to one of the constituents within a negative statement, negation 
scope can be further narrowed to produce 'focused negation'. 
In (20) the 'focused negation' reading is achieved when additional contextual 
information is added. In (20a) the negation scope is over the verbal predicate which is 
supplemented by the additional contextual information WATCH T-V and this is VP 
negation in Givon's (1993) terms. That negation may scope over different constituents 
is exemplified by the additional contextual information like 'John did’ in (20b) and 
‘but a steak' in (20c). Accordingly negation scopes over the subject in (20b) and the 
object in (20c). 
(20) a. MARY EAT V-E-G NOT, I N D E X � WATCH T-V 
'Mary did not eat the vegetables, she (just) watched TV.’ 
b. MARY EAT V-E-G NOT, JOHN PT 
'Mary did not eat the vegetables, John did.' 
c. MARY EAT V-E-G NOT, STEAK 
'Mary did not eat vegetables but a steak.' 
(Wood 1999; 21)12 
12 Wood (1999) does not mark the nomanual expressions on these examples. However, she suggests 
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Therefore, the narrow scope interpretation that Wood suggests is the result of 'focused 
negation'. Furthermore, that the negative statements in (20) are ambiguous in the 
absence of additional context is what we would expect if the negation marker has a 
wide scope over the sentence. 
The two sentential negators NOT and NEVER in ASL may surface at a preverbal 
or a clause-final position. Two different readings are observed for NEVER when it 
occurs in the two different syntactic positions. NEVER in both (21) and (22) are 
interpreted as the negation of an event that takes place over time. The difference 
between the two negative statements hinges on the involvement of the subject in the 
interpretation of the 'possibility' of the occurrence of an event. 
(21) BOB NEVER EAT FISH 
‘Bob has never eaten fish.' 
(22) BOB EAT FISH NEVER 
'Bob won't eat fish.' 
(Wood 1999; 31 - 3 2 ) 
(21) implies the non-existence of an event of 'John eating fish' because there has 
been no opportunities for him to participate in an event of eating fish. However, (22) 
has the implication that the possibility of the existence of the event is connected with 
John's control/will to not participate in the event. The term 'possibility' suggests that 
that these negative statements are also marked with headshake. 
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NEVER carries modal meaning. That NEVER is encoded with modal meanings in (21) 
and (22) is further supported by the ungrammaticality oi NEVER with other modals as 
shown in (23): 
(23) a. JOHN EAT FISH CAN 
b. *JOHN EAT FISH CAN NEVER 
c. JOHN EAT FISH WILL 
d. *JOHN NEVER EAT FISH WILL 
(Wood 1999; 27-30) 
NEVER is incompatible with other modal markers like CAN and WILL whether 
NEVER is clause-final in (23b) or preverbal in (23d). Therefore, Wood suggests that 
NEVER may further move from NegP to other syntactic positions that hold modals in 
ASL. Wood assumes that modals in ASL are in TP, following (Aarons et al. 1995). For 
the preverbal NEVER, it moves from NegP to TP, as in (24): 
(24) [ T P BOBj [ T ’ [T NEVERi ] [NEGP [Neg ？I ] [VP tj EAT FISH]]]] 
(25) [CP [TP BOBj [T,[T A][NegP[Neg/i][vpZj EAT FISH]]]] [c NEVERi ]] 
In (25) NEVER originates at the head of NegP. It moves to the head of TP as it is a 
negation marker and a modal. Further movement is possible in which NEVER moves 
from head of TP to the head of CP as in (25). The result is that NEVER surfaces at the 
clause-final position. Wood suggests that such a movement is motivated by a strong 
feature that requires it to be checked in CP. However, the nature of this strong feature 
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is not discussed in her analysis. 
Similar to NEVER, NOT may occupy the clause-final position as in (26a) or it 
may take the preverbal position as in (26b). However, NOT invokes little semantic 
1 • differences in (26a) and ( 2 6 b ) . 
(26) a. JOHN BREAK F-A-N NOT 
'John did not break the fan.' 
b. JOHN NOT BREAK F-A-N 
'John did not break the fan.' 
(Wood 1999; 21-22) 
Wood suggests that NOT heads NegP in either position. The structural analysis for the 
negative statement in (26b) is provided in (27): 
(27) [TP JOHNi[[Te][Negi>[NegNOT][vpfi BREAK F-A-N]]]] 
In (27) NOT is in the head position and the subject is raised to the specifier of TP. As 
for the clause-final NOT, Wood suggests that the entire VP moves to the specifier of 
NegP leaving NOT as the final element in the sentence in order to receive prosodic 
focus, as shown in (28) 丁斗. 
(28) [NegP [JOHN BREAK F-A-Nj] [NegNOT] [vp ti]]] 
Wood explains, in a footnote, that NOT here receives prosodic focus instead of 
13 The semantic differences are not clearly shown in (Wood 1999). 
14 There is no information provided for any headshake in (Wood 1999). 
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syntactic focus as discussed in (Wilbur 1997，Wilbur & Patschke 1999)15. At the 
moment, we will leave the discussion of clause-final NOT here and return to it when 
we review Wilbur's (1997) analysis of clause-final NOT in terms of syntactic focus in 
the next section. 
Wood (1999) is the first study that attempts to provide a detailed description of 
the negation markers NOTHING and NCf in ASL. There are similar negation 
markers observed in other sign languages but their functions are scarcely described. 
Some examples from SLN are listed below: 
(29) n ^ 
NOTHING FIND, LEAVE-IT (SLN) 
'They don't find anything, and left.' 
(Coerts 1992; 213) 
(30) n ^ 
INDEX,s HAVE INDEX, s INDEXss NOTHING-OF-THE-SORT (SLN) 
'I don't want to have it, nothing of the sort.' 
(Coerts 1992; 216) 
Wood's Study is the first study that gives a more systematic treatment of the syntax 
and semantics of negation markers like NOTHING and NO。in ASL. 
In ASL, NOTHING and M / are two negative determiners in Wood's analysis. 
Both NOTHING and NO。make use of two-handed signs of the same O-handshape. 
They differ only in movement. NOTHING involves a sharp twist to the supine 
15 No further discussion of prosodic focus, for instance, the realization of focus, is provided in (Wood 
1999). 
51 
position of the wrist and A^O^a sideward trilled movement.'^ According to her, NOP 
and NOTHING are two negative markers which may surface at various positions in 
ASL. In (31)，it shows that both negation markers occupy the prenominal position: 
(31) a. JOHN NOTHING FAN BREAK 
'John did not break any part of the fan.' 
b. JOHN NO� FAN BREAK 
'John did not break any part of the fan.' 
(Wood 1999; 38) 
They surface at the same position and can alternate with each o ther . 口 In both cases 
the negation markers have scope over the object NP and occupy the head of DP. The 
structure of the two DPs are presented in (32)'^: 
(32) a. DP b. DP 
八 八 
Spec D' Spec D' 
八 八 
NOTHING FAN N0° FAN 
Wood suggests that they cannot co-occur with other ASL determiners like THAT or 
PT (a pronominal definite determiner), which is an index sign. She claims that the two 
negative determiners are similar to THAT as a focus determiner discussed in (Wilbur 
& Patschke 1999). Therefore, the NP complement to the head D has to move to the 
16 This handshape configuration and the movement pattern are commonly observed among negation 
markers in sign languages as discussed in (Zeshan 2004). 
17 Wood (1999) suggested that there are pragmatic differences between NOTHING and NO" but it was 
not relevant in her discussion since the two negation markers result in no syntactic differences. 
18 The full structural analyses of (3la) and (31b) are not provided in (Wood 1999). 
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specifier of DP in order to allow the negation markers to obtain a focus position. The 
resultant DP structures of (32) are represented in (33) below. 
(33) a. DP b. DP 
八 八 
FAN； D' FANi D， 
/ \ 八 
NOTHING ti NO� U 
Similar to NOT the two negative determiners may surface at the preverbal or 
clause-final position but these positions make no distinction in semantic interpretation. 
The (a) sentences in (34) and (35) show that the negative determiners are in situ while 
the (b) sentences shows them after movement. 
(34) a. MARY BREAK FAN NOTHING 
'Mary did not break any part of the fan.' 
b. MARY NOTHING BREAK FAN 
'Mary did not break any part of the fan.' 
(Wood 1999; 47) 
(35) a. MARY BREAK FAN NO� . 
'Mary did not break any part of the fan.' 
b. MARY N0° BREAK FAN 
'Mary did not break any part of the fan.' 
(Wood 1999; 48) 
The surface word order variations can be explained with the structural analysis in 
(36): 
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( 3 6 ) a. [TP M A R Y i [T- [ T E ] [ N E G P [ N E G N O T H I N G j ] [ v P h [ V [vBREAK][DP[FANk][D>[D h ] [ N P ^ K ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] 
b. [TP M A R Y i [ T ’ [ T E ] [ N E G P [ N E G � [ v p M v , [ v B R E A K ] [ D P [ F A N k ] [ D ’ [ D NOTHING] [NP ^ K ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] 
Wood suggests that NOTHING may either move overtly to the head of NegP (as in 
(36a)) or move at LF and therefore staying in head of DP in the surface order (as in 
(36b)) to check its [+neg] feature. The same derivation applies to M / i n the preverbal 
or clause-final positions. 
In both (34) and (35), the negative determiners have scope over the object NP. 
Wood suggests that NOTHING and N(f both denote a 'part of^partitive' meaning on 
the internal arguments. The negative statements in (34) and (35) are interpreted as not 
just 'Mary did not break the fan', but 'Mary did not break any part of the fan'. She 
suggested that the negative determiners are indeed realizations of negation together 
with a partitive operator Qp which applies to the relation between the object and the 
predicate. She claims that this partitive operator Qp is also observed in English passive 
in which be + Qp indicates partivity on its subject according to Rooryck's (1997) 
analysis. Although Wood does not elaborate on Rooryck's (1997) analysis, and how it 
may apply to NOTHING/NO^ in ASL, her data do suggest slightly different 
interpretations for NOTHING/NO^ in different contexts. 
(37) a. JOHN CLEAN HOUSE NOTHING/NO° 
'John did not clean the house.' 
b. BOB LEARN ASL NOTHING/NO� 
'Bob did not leam any (part of) the ASL.' 
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c. JOHN NOTHING/NO° BREAK FAN 
lit. John not-anything break fan 
'John did not break (anything of) the fan.' 
d. MARY N0TH1NG/N0° LEARN ASL 
lit. Mary not-any leam ASL 
'Mary did not leam any ASL (despite two semesters of ASL).' 
(Wood 1999; 4 0 - 4 1 ) 
In (37a) there appears to be no partitive meaning induced by either of the negative 
determiners. Yet in (37b) - (37d) partitive meanings obtain. It is unclear if such 
partitive interpretation are treated as induced by contextual or pragmatical factors 
since no relevant information are provided in her original discussion. Futhermore, 
from the literal English translations in (37c) and (37d), it appears that there are further 
implications that NOTHING and M / are interpreted as not-anything in (37c) and 
not-any in (37d). It is not very clear whether Wood wants to further differentiate 
semantically the clause-final negative determiners as in (37a) and (37b) from the 
preverbal negative determiners as in (37c) and (37d). Therefore, it seems that the 
semantics of NOTHING and NCf with respect to their positional variation requires 
further exploration and discussion. 
So far we have discussed NOTHING/NO^ as having scope over the internal 
argument and they can alternate in many negative constructions in ASL. However, 
Wood notes a functional difference between the two negative determiners. In ASL 
only NO。but not NOTHING can have scope over an external argument of a sentence, 
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as shown in (38): 
(38) a. SHOW-UP ON-TIME INTERPRETER N O � 
'No interpreters showed up on time.' 
b. *SHOW-UP ON-TIME INTERPRETER NOTHING 
'No interpreters showed up on time.' 
(Wood 1999; 53) 
Subject NP negation is grammatical when the negative determiner NCf is used but not 
when NOTHING is used as an alternative. Wood suggests that NOTHING is a 
diagnostic for internal argument in ASL. However, she does not explain what 
contributes to this close relation between NOTHING and internal arguments in ASL. 
According to Wood, ASL has another negation marker NO " which is phonetically 
similar to NO^. While both are two-handed signs sharing the 0-handshape and a 
sideward trilled movement, NO " and N(f are configurationally distinguishable in 
terms of mouth patterns as NO " is marked with a flattened and downward mouth 
configuration while NCf is articulated with the mouth pursed into a round shape. NO— 
invariably occupies the clause-final position while NCf surfaces either in preverbal or 
clause-final position. 
Different from NCP, NO " is defined as a prepositional negator meaning 'It is not 
the case that ...’. This is a case of external negation rather than internal negation as 
marked by NOT. Since this is not the focus in Wood's analysis, she provides no 
further discussion except for the suggestion that it is a prepositional negator. 
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It was noted in (Benedicto and Brentari 2004) that although NOTHING is 
ungrammatical as a negative determiner marking negation over an external argument, 
it is grammatical in negating an event, as shown in (39): 
(39) WOMAN LAUGH NOTHING 
'*No woman laughed.' 
‘The woman didn't laugh at all.' 
(Benedicto and Brentari 2004; 10) 
From the English translation in (39), it appears that the ‘not any’ meaning is 
retained when NOTHING negates an event. This negative statement is interpreted as 
‘The woman didn't laugh at all’ rather than ‘The woman didn't laugh'. Using ‘at all’ 
could be for emphatic purpose, but it could also mean there is not any event such that 
‘X laughed'. 
In sum, Wood's study provides a relatively more elaborated discussion of the 
semantics of specific negation markers in ASL. A study of such depth is significant in 
substantiating the cross-linguistics comparison noted in (Zeshan 2004). This kind of 
semantic analysis would allow us to compare and contrast the negation markers in 
different languages based on some finer semantic characteristics or functions of the 
negation markers. In particular, the semantic analysis of the various negators in 
Wood's study is crucial for the current investigation on some of the negators identified 
in HKSL. In this paper, we aim at providing the first and preliminary survey on 
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negation in HKSL, in particular, we attempt to conduct a semantic analysis of two 
sentential negation markers Maraud NOT-HAVE in HKSL. 
2.2.2.2 Clausal-final negator and focus?? 
As mentioned in the previous sections, it is commonly observed that sentential 
negators in sign languages occupy the clause-final positions. In ASL, the sentential 
negators and the negative determiners may surface at the clause-final position as 
shown in (Wood 1999). In addition, the negative headshake in ASL may also occupy 
the clause-final position as shown in (40). 
(40) br nfifi. 
JOHN GET MONEY 
'As for John's getting any money, he didn't.' 
(Liddell 1980; 40) 
As noted in (Wilbur 1996，1999a, 1999b) and (Wilbur and Patschke 1999), the 
sentences with clause-final negators are usually marked with 'brow raise'. Therefore, 
these recent analyses on the syntactic correlates of brow raise might shed light on the 
discussion of the clause-final headshake and other negation markers in ASL. 
'Brow raising' is found in a number of constructions including topics or 
topicalization, conditionals, wh-clefts, focus elements like 'even/only', relative 
clauses, modals and negation markers at the clause-final position in ASL. Wilbur and 
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Patschke (1999) suggested that brow raise is an overt realization of a [-wh] operator 
which is present in structures with topics or topicalization, conditionals, wh-clefts, 
focus elements like 'even/only' and relative clauses. 
Wilbur (1996) argued, based on studies of ASL wh-clefts construction as in (41)， 
that elements receiving syntactic focus must obtain a clause-final position in the 
syntactic structure. 
(41) br 
PAUL BUY COMPUTER WHICH, MAC 
‘The computer which Paul bought is a Mac.' 
She further argued that ASL does not have the option of stress shift and therefore the 
focused elements must occur in the clause-final position to which prosodic 
prominence is assigned to receive stress.'^ 
According to Wilbur's analysis, the constructions in (42) and (43) both involve 
focused infl elements i.e. a focused modal in the (42) and a focused negation marker 
in (43). 
(42 ) ^ 
MARY BECOME DOCTOR SHOULD 
'Mary SHOULD become a doctor.' 
(Wilbur 1999b; 245) 
19 It was argued in (Wilbur 1994, 1996, 1997) the lack of stress shift in ASL was due to the plasticity of 
the language i.e. the parameter setting of the feature [plastic] in a language (c.f. Vallduvi 1991). 
English is a [+plastic] and Catalan is [-plastic] therefore not allowing stress shift. ASL is like Catalan in 
being a [-plastic] language. Prosodic prominence is assigned to the clause-final position and, thus, for 
any focused element to receive stress or phrasal prominence, it must appear at the phrase final position. 
A detailed discussion on stress assignment in ASL can be found in (Wilbur and Schick 1987) and 
(Wilbur 1990). 
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(43) br neg 
JOHN WALK PARK NOT 
'John DIDN'T walk to the park' 
(Wilbur 1999b; 245) 
Therefore, (43) is a case of syntactic focus on negation with a focus feature [+F] being 
discharged to the head of CP.^ ® Assuming a structure as in (44), the negation marker 
A^Orand the [+neg] feature is first raised from the head of NegP to the head of CP. 
(44) [ C P [ T P JOHN [NegP [Neg h] [ V P WALKPARK]]] [C- [ T P � ’ ] [c NOT,]]] 
Then the whole IP is preposed to the specifier of CP due to the presence of a [+P] 
feature at the head of CP. Hence, NOT ends at a focused position which is the 
clause-final position. 
Though this analysis can account for the clause-final negators and modals as in 
(42) and (43)，it cannot yet account for the clause-final negators as discussed in 
(Wood 1999). In (45), the constituents before the negator are not marked by brow 
raise. Therefore, (45) should not involve syntactic focus. 
(45) JOHN BREAK F-A-N NOT 
'John did not break the fan.' 
(Wood 1999; 21) 
Wood (1999) suggested that (45) involves prosodic focus and therefore NOT has to 
Wilbur (1996) assumes with Petronio (1993) that a [+F(ocus)] feature is at head of CP. 
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occupy the clause-final position. Though a distinction between sentential negation 
that is under syntactic focus and prosodic focus was made at the formal or syntactic 
level, Wood did not elaborate on the semantic differences of the resulting 
constructions, for instance, whether prosodic or syntactic focus triggered different 
semantic interpretations on sentential negation. Does sentential negation with 
syntactic focus and prosodic focus results in difference pragmatic effects? In other 
words, when is a prosodic focus or a syntactic focus triggered/required in order to 
achieve certain effects on pragmatics or semantics of sentential negation? Therefore, 
the attempt to explain clause-final negators in sign languages with either syntactic or 
prosodic focus is still left with issues unresolved. 
2.3 Chapter summary 
In this section, we have summarized some aspects of slight differences observed 
between sign and spoken languages in terms of the markings of constituent negation 
and sentential negation. Therefore, we have reviewed some analyses both on 
constituent and sentential negation in sign languages. We have noted the 
comparatively low productivity of constituent negation among sign languages. With 
respect to sentential negation, we have reviewed the semantics of different manual 
negation makers, the prominent clause-final positions for the negation markers as well 
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as relatively common use of headshakes as negation markers. These are the three 
areas about negation in sign languages that are usually discussed and addressed 
among studies reviewed and therefore they are important issues to be addressed in 
studies on negation in sign languages. 
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Chapter 3 Negation in Hong Kong Sign Language 
3.0 Introduction 
In this section we will provide the first systematic description of negation in 
HKSL with focus directed to three areas: 1) non-manual negative expressions 2) 
constituent negation 3) sentential negation. We will report on the preliminary findings 
on non-manual expressions in negative statements. We will identify constituent 
negation markers and the different types of sentential negation markers in HKSL. 
3.1 Non-manual negative expressions in HKSL 
In the literature, we leam that headshake (or a side-to-side headshake) individually 
marks negation in a clause or it may function in conjunction with a manual negation 
marker in sign languages such as American Sign Language (Baker & Cokely 1980), 
Argentine Sign Language (Veinberg 1993)，British Sign Language (Sutton-Spence & 
Woll 1999)，German Sign Language (Pfau & Quer 2003), International Sign (Supalla 
& Webb 1995)，Indopakistani Sign Language (Zeshan 2000), Sign Language of the 
Netherlands (Coerts 1992) and Swedish Sign Language (Bergman 1994)，to name but 
a few. 
Moreover, the domain of spread of headshake in many sign languages is 
associated with the morpho-syntactic properties of the negative morpheme as 
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discussed in section 2.2.1. Types of spreading domain have been identified: the 
headshake may spread over the entire sentence as reported in SSL (Bergman 1994)，it 
may spread over the verb as reported in DGS (Pfau & Quer 2003) or it may spread 
over just the verb phrase, immediately following the clause as in ASL (Aarons 1994, 
Liddell 1980). The different domains of spread are illustrated in (la) - (Id): 
(1) a. n ^ (SSL) 
INDEX-Is WORK TOMORROW 
'I am not rich.' 
(Bergman 1994; 87) 
b. neg (DGS) 
MUTTER BLUME KAUF 
mother flower buy 
'Mother is not buying a flower.' 
(Pfau & Quer 2003; 7) 
c. neg (ASL) 
JOHN BUY HOUSE 
'John did not read the book.' 
(Aarons 1994; 82) 
d . ^ neg (ASL) 
JOHN GET MONEY 
'As for John's getting any money, he didn't.' 
(Liddell 1980; 40) 
In this study, our preliminary findings on HKSL indicate that negative headshakes 
do not corroborate with the existing literature. First, we do not observe tokens of 
negative constructions that are independently realized by headshake; moreover, (2a ) -
(2c) are not accepted as grammatical negative statements in HKSL by our informants. 
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(2) a. neg 
*INDEX-3S C0ME_BACK 
'It is not the case that he came back / he didn't come back.' 
b. neg 
*INDEX.3S C0ME_BACK 
‘It is not the case that he came back / he didn't come back.' 
c. neg 
*INDEX.3S COME-BACK 
‘It is not the case that he came back / he didn't come back.' 
Headshake in HKSL does not seem to bear any significant grammatical properties; at 
least, it is not a grammatical negator since it does not occur independently of a manual 
negator, according to the deaf signer's intuitive judgments. 
This finding is generally in line with that observed in CSL as reported in (Yang 
& Fischer 2002). As shown in (3a), in CSL, negation cannot be marked by headshake 
that spreads over the sentential domain. However, headshake in CSL can follow the 
sign it negates, as shown in (3b). 






‘I don't understand.' 
(Yang & Fischer 2002; 176) 
As for the data on HKSL, we do not observe headshake that has a manifestation 
similar to (3b). 
65 
Headshake in HKSL is also not a lexical specification of the manual negation 
markers as it is in NICHT of DGS and NO of LSC as reported in (Pfau & Quer 2003). 
The typical manual negators like NOT or NOT-HAVE do not require headshakes as 
part of their lexical composition. Furthermore, headshake in HKSL does not 
invariably occur in every negative statement marked by a manual negation sign. 
When headshake is observed in a negative statement the domain of spread does not 
correspond to the negation scope as it does in ASL, in other words, the domain of 
spread is not in synchrony with the constituents being negated in the sentence. (4) 
contains a few negative statements where headshakes occur: 
(4) a. neg 
NOT (pro) SMUGGLE NOT_HAVE 
'It is not so. They do not smuggle (into Hong Kong).' 
b. neg 
(pro) CRY NOT_HAVE 
‘(I) didn't cry.' 
c. neg 
INDEX-,s NOT_HAVE 
‘I didn't (put on hairspray).' 
(4a) shows that NOT does not require headshakes as its lexical specification. In 
(4b) and (4c), although headshake spreads over part of the negation marker, we 
observe no headshake associated consistently with NOT nor NOT—HAVE. Also, 
headshake does not spread over domains of negation scope. 
Other non-manuals expressions like brow movements, head movements, body 
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movements, lips configuration, etc. are also noted in our description, just as those 
previous studies of other sign languages reporting that they are correlated with 
negative constructions. 
(5) a. backward body lean and backward head tilt 
INDEX-is CRUISE_ON_A_SHIP NOT_HAVE. 
'I haven't cruised on a ship.' 
b. k 
forward head tilt 
HAIR_BE_LONG NOT_HAVE, PUT_ON_HAIRSPRAY NOT 
'When my hair isn't long, I don't put on hairspray.' 
However, we observe no consistent spreading domain for these non-manual 
expressions in the negative statements, as shown in (5) above. 
In sum, our preliminary survey shows that neither headshake nor other 
non-manual expressions are grammatical correlates of the negative morphemes in 
HKSL. Therefore, non-manual expressions play a less significant role in HKSL 
negation than they do in other sign languages reported so far. 
3.2 Constituent negation in HKSL 
In HKSL, constituent negation is marked by a bound morpheme that is 
phonetically realized by an open 5-handshape with a palm orientation change. This 
negative morpheme is a suffix and palm orientation change is the result of pronation 
on the wrist (e.g. FEARmeg 'not fear' of Figure 1) or supination of the wrist (e.g. 
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INTEREST识eg 'not interested' of Figure 2): 
Figure 1 a. FEAR Figure 1 b. FEARmeg 
® 良 ^  
• • • A 
Figure 2a. INTEREST Figure 2b. INTERESTmeg 
The sign FEARmeg is the negated form of FEAR. FEAR is articulated with a 
5-handshape making contact with the chest. After affixing the negative morpheme to 
FEAR, the wrist twists to the pronated position at the end of articulation when the 
hand moves out after contacting the chest. INTEREST舰g is the negated form of 
INTEREST. The process of negative affixation also induces phonological changes on 
INTEREST such that the underlying trilled movement (i.e. rubbing) involving the 
thumb and index finger is deleted, and it is replaced by supination of the wrist at the 
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end of the articulation. We identify this as a morphological process of sufFixation 
where a negative affix realized by an open 5-handshape is attached to the stem, 
leading to phonological modifications. 
Other signs demonstrating constituent negation in HKSL are RELEVANT似g 
‘not relevant', MONEYmeg 'no money', and LIKE meg 'dislike'. Rather than being 
restricted to signs of specific semantic class like verbs of possession HAVE, this 
negative affix can be applied to adjectives, verbs, and nouns. Therefore, this negative 
affix is relatively more productive than the configurationally similar negative affix in 
ASL, BSL, LSF as discussed in (Deuchar 1987) 
In addition to this typical negation marker, there is another sign in HKSL that 
may potentially be grammaticalized into a negative morpheme. The I-handshape is 
adopted for the sign BAD•’ but this sign, while starting out as a lexical sign, is very 
productive in terms of morphological compounding, either simultaneously or 
sequentially in HKSL. 
As a lexical sign, BAD is formed with an I-handshape with palm orientation 
towards the signer (see Figure 3). Its positive counterpart GOOD has the 
configuration of an A-handshape with an extended thumb (see Figure 4). 
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Figure 3. BAD Figure 4. GOOD © © 
• 疆 
Similar to the observation reported in (Yang and Fischer 2002), this I-handshape 
in HKSL also carries adverse or negative meanings, for instance in UNSKILLED, 
PUNISH, HARM, and WICKED (see Figure 5-8). The I-handshape with an underlying 
primitive BAD is part of the phonological specifications for the sign formation. As 
such, we do not observe any respective contrary terms that are marked with the 
A-handshape with an extended thumb. 
Figure 5. UNSKILLED 
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Figure 6. PUNISH 
霞 © 
Figure 7. HARM 
Figure 8. WICKED 
Interestingly, this default negative sign BAD may form simultaneous compounds with 
other signs in HKSL most of which involve a pointing sign at a bodypart. A typical example of simultaneous morphological compounding using the bodypart as a 71 
morpheme is the typical pair HEARING (EAR-GOOD-MOUTH-GOOD) and DEAF 
(EAR-BAD-MOUTH-BAD). The sign HEARING is articulated with the A-handshape 
with the extended thumb making contact at both the ear and the mouth of the signer 
(see Figure 9). The sign DEAF is articulated with I-handshape that makes contact at 
the same locations as HEARING (see Figure 10). 
Figure 9. HEARING 
Figure 10. DEAF 
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This sign BAD may also form sequential compounds after the first sign which is 
usually a noun. Examples are HEAD^BAD 'unfortunate', TIME八BAD 'have no time', and TASTE八BAD 'taste awful', (see Figures 11-13). The resultant compounds usually
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belong to the category of adjectives. 
Figure U. HEAD"BAD 
螽磁 
Figure 12. TIME八BAD 
44 
Figure 13. TASTE^BAD 
44 
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Yang and Fischer (2002) also discuss compounding as involving the I-handshape 
as a negative morpheme in CSL. However, the morphological status of the morpheme 
involved with the I-handshape is not clear in their study. In our analysis, we treat this 
type of compounding as involving two unbound morphemes of which one is BAD and 
it contributes the negative meaning to the resulting compound. 
Phonological reduction is also observed during the process of sequential 
compound in such a way that, for instance, with TASTE八BAD, the handshape for 
TASTE (i.e the 1-handshape of the pointing sign) is dropped and replaced by 
I-handshape which is signed at the place of articulation of the sign TASTE. This 
simple compound retains the bodypart (i.e. mouth) as place of articulation but 
modifies the movement for the morpheme BAD. 
Although the data so far reveal that this sign is quite productive for either 
simultaneous or sequential compounds, there is some evidence indicating that this 
sign may become a bound constituent negation marker eventually. Although not many, 
the verbs KNOW, and SEE in HKSL have a corresponding negative sign 'KNOWmeg' 
and SEE^eg respectively, which involve suffixing ‘meg’ morpheme as realized by 
I-handshape to the verb root (Figure 14). The data provides systematic evidence 
showing that verbs of perception seem to be quite sensitive to this morphological 
process. 
74 
Figure 14a. KNOW Figure 14b. KNOW必eg 
In this section, we have briefly introduced a typical constituent negation marker 
in HKSL which is realized by an open 5-handshape. The morphological process may 
induce different phonological modifications on the signs being negated. We have also 
suggested a pathway of grammaticalization of the negative lexical morpheme BAD to 
a grammatical negative morpheme that marks constituent negation. 
3.3 Sentential negation in HKSL 
In this section, we will provide a general semantic description of eight manual 
negation markers. They are all unbound morphemes to mark sentential negation in 
� 
HKSL. We will categorize them into four groups: 1) negative modals 2) negative 
temporals 3) simple negatives 4) negative locative-existentials. As briefly mentioned 
in 1.1, sentential negation markers interact with grammatical categories like modality, 
tense/aspect to different degrees. Some of the HKSL manual negation markers do 
reflect this property of sentential negators since they are specified for modality or 
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iT , 
spatial-temporal meanings. In HKSL, negative modals WON'T is specified for 
epistemic modality while SHOULDN'T and CAN'T are specified for deontic modality. 
Negative temporals NEVER and NOT—YET each anchors a depicted situation upon a 
temporal location or a temporal relation. The remaining two HKSL manual negation 
signs are NOT and NOT—HAVE, which are the focus in this discussion. 
Lexical-semantically speaking, NOT and NOT一HAVE are "unmarked" as compared 
with the other negation markers mentioned above, i.e. unmarked for modality and 
temporal meaning. Relative to NOT_HAVE, NOT一EXIST is identified to be a negative 
locative-existential. In the following sections, we will explore the semantic properties 
of these four categories of negative markers; then we will focus on the two negation 
markers NOT and NOT—HAVE. 
3.3.1 Negative modals 
The negative modal WON'T (Figure 15) denotes the impossibility of some state 
of affairs i.e. epistemic modality, as in (6) and (7). 
(6) a. CENTER SAFE. (pro) STEAL W O N T 
‘It is safe in the center. It is not possible for (it) to be stolen.' 
b. BRING ALONG一SHOULDER_BAG HAVE_TO. (pro) STEAL WILL 
'You have to bring along your shoulder bag. It is possible (for) it to be stolen.' 
(7) a. INDEX-,s TELEVISION WON'T 
‘I won't watch the television broadcast.' 
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b. INDEX-,s GO—HOME TELEVISION WILL 
'I will go home and watch the television broadcast.' ~ 
WON'T and WILL (Figure 16) are very distinct signs and they are not 
morphologically related. WON'T in (6a) is associated with epistemic modality and it 
means 'not possible'. The positive counterpart of WON'T is WILL which indicate the 
possibility of some state of affairs as in (6b). In both (7a) and (7b) where the subject is 
a potential agent of the described action, the possibility or impossibility of the state of 
affair is attributable to the volition of the potential agent INDEX-is. 
Figure 15. WON'T Figure 16. WILL 
0 發 置 
t i l - A » A 
^ • B ^mm 
There are two signs which denote deontic modality, CAN (Figure 17) and 
BE-ABLE (Figure 18). The former expresses both permission as well as ability while 
the latter expresses only ability. Correspondingly, there are two negative modals 
SHOULDN'T (Figure 19) and CAN'T (Figure 20) expressing deontic modality in 
HKSL. For the two negative deontic modality markers a unified I-handshape is used 
for expressing permission and ability with modifications on movement. 
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Figure 17. CAN Figure 18. BE_ABLE 感感备 
Figure 19. SHOULDN'T Figure 20. CAN'T 
I f f m m^m 
The citation form of SHOULDN'T is formed by an I-handshape articulated with 
twisting of the wrist. The movement may vary according to the degree of prohibition 
expressed with emphatic stress. The negative modal SHOULDN'T in (8) gives a 
prohibitive meaning. ‘ A paraphrase of the negative statement is 'You are prohibited to 
shut it down now.' 
(8) a. A: NOW COMPUTER SHUT-DOWN CAN? 
'Can I shut down the computer now?' 
B: SHOULDN'T 
‘You shouldn't (shut it down now).' 
‘There are also other lexical prohibitive markers in HKSL e.g. PROHIBIT, DISALLOW. 
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b. A: INDEX-,s TONIGHT PLAY_BASKETBALL 
'I am playing basketball tonight.' 
B: SHOULDN'T, DOCTOR SAY (pro) REST ONE_WEEK, 
JUMP SHOULDN'T 
'You shouldn't (play basketball tonight). I told you many times. The doctor says 
you should rest for one week. You shouldn't jump.， 
In (8b), the sign is articulated with a straight path across the neutral signing space. A 
sharp movement, if any, indicates a strong sense of prohibition apparent from the 
context. Since this is a negative modality marker for permission, the agent in 
reference is always the addressee. 
The negative modal CAN'T in (9) is also articulated with an I-handshape, 
however, with the palm facing the signer. The citation form is accompanied by 
twisting of the wrist. In both negative statements it induces an inability reading 
meaning that the potential agent is unable to carry out a described a c t i o n . 2 
(9) a. TOMORROW INDEX-,^ HIKING CAN'T, LEG 
HURT 
'I can't go hiking tomorrow. My leg hurts.' 
b. TOMORROW PLAY_BASKETBALL CAN'T, FATHER FLY一BACK, 
INDEX-, s ACCOMPANY (pro) NEED_TO 
‘I can't play basketball tomorrow. My father is flying back (to Hong Kong). I have to 
accompany my father.' 
In (9a), the signer is unable to go hiking tomorrow because of his physical inability or 
constraints i.e. the leg's injury. A movement change also indicates a change of degree 
in the signer's assertiveness or attitude. In (9b), the trilled movement of CAN'T is 
2 Another sign INCAPABLE is also formed with an I-handshape. This sign appears to be a lexicalized 
form with the BAD handshape incorporated in the sign as it also lacks a positive counterpart. 
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replaced by a rapid downward arc movement giving extra stress on the 'inability'. 
3.3.2 Negative Temporals 
There are two negative signs that are marked with inherent temporal meanings, 
NOT一YET and NEVER (Figure 21 & 22). The perfective negation marker NOT—YET 
has an F-handshape with the palm faces the signer.^ The selected fingers (the thumb 
and the index finger) make contact with the throat, the fingers are then released as the 
hand moves away from the signer. NOT YET sets a referential time and marks the 
non-existence of an event with reference to this time. 
Figure 21. NOT_YET Figure 22. NEVER 
(10) a. INDEX-,s LEAVE NOT_YET 
‘I am not leaving yet.' 
b. (pro) BOOKS CL:PUT_ON_SHELF NOT_YET 
'I haven't shelved the books yet.' 
NOT_YET in both negative statements (10a) and (10b) indicates that the described 
3 There is also a variant form of which is not formed with an F-handshape. This variant is 
formed with the middle finger and the thumb making a closure at the same place of articulation. 
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events are non-existent with reference to the moment of speech. In either case, the 
event would be one that is expected to have or will be obtained at any time later than 
the moment of speech. 
The negative temporal word NEVER is formed by positioning a F-handshape on 
the dominant hand above the non-dominant hand which forms a 1-handshape. NEVER 
is articulated with a downward movement of both hands along a straight path. 
(11) a. INDEX-,s SEE_A_MOVIE NEVER 
i have never seen a movie.' 
b. INDEX-is PLAY-BASKETBALL NEVER 
‘I haven't played basketball for a long time.' 
c. INDEX-,s PLAY一BASKETBALL FIVE—YEARS NEVER 
‘I haven't played basketball for five years.' 
NEVER in (11a) denotes the non-existence of an event of ‘me seeing a movie' for a 
period of time, which in a "default" reading means the longest time span 
interpretable - my entire life up till the moment of speech. However, the designated 
time span is not always invariably 'one's whole life'. In ( l ib) the duration of time is 
interpreted as ‘a long period of time' when certain contextual clues are provided, for 
instance, that the signer used to be keen on playing basketball. The duration of time 
can be stated as in (11c), if necessary. Usually the time span of this non-existent event 
should not be too "short". Should the temporal duration be a short period, like two 
days, an emphatic reading arises through which the signer emphasizes the 
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"unexpectedly long duration" for the non-existence of the event.4 
3.3.3 Simple negatives: TVOrand NOT—HAVE 
The handshape configuration of the negation marker NOT in its citation form is a 
5-handshape articulated with a sideward trilled movement at the wrist in the neutral 
signing space (see Figure 23) 
Figure 23. NOT 
Variation of movement includes 1) a repeated sideward movement pivoting at the 
elbow joint 2) a single outward sweep pivoting at the elbow joint 3) a single twist to 
the pronated position at the wrist. We hold these variant forms to be distinctive in 
expressing the signer's attitudes towards the statement and they are treated as variants 
of a single negation marker NOT. In (12)，NOT marks negation in three contexts in 
which different senses of mood/modality are conveyed. NOT marks negation in the 
4 The felicity of a temporal duration in a negative statement depends also on the type of events 
described in the predicate. 
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various contexts and indicates the volition of not executing an action as in (12a); or it 
may indicate an action as unnecessary in (12b); or it expresses the falsity of 
proposition as in (12c)^: 
(12) a. (pro) COMPLAIN NOT 
'(He) doesn't complain.' 
b . g 
RECEIVE—INJECTION NOT 
'I'm not going to get an injection?' 
c. INDEX-3S SAD NOT 
'She isn't sad.' 
In all the three sentences, the same negation marker NOT is used to mark sentential 
negation. We will discuss NOTdiS a sentential negation marker in Chapter 4. 
NOT-HAVE (Figure 23) is a single-handed sign and the citation form is an 
F-handshape articulated with a sideward trilled movement at the wrist in the neutral 
signing space (see Figure 24 ) , 
5 The negation marker NOT may be accompanied with mouthing/vocalization of the Cantonese 
negation marker m4, m4sai2, m4hai6 in respectively (10a), (10b) and (10c) respectively. 
6 For one informant, we observed a variant form of NOT一HAVE in terms of manual configurations. 
There are a few occasions when NOTJHAVE became a two handed sign. With no data suggesting other 
analyses, we consider these instances as cases of emphasis having little semantic distinction from the 
citation form. 
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Figure 24. NOT—HAVE 
NOT_HAVE can be marked with different mouth configurations i.e. pursed lips or 
flattened lips as the ASL negators NO^/NO ". NOT_HAVE implies, in (13a) and (13b), 
that an event has not occurred or a state has not obtained. In (13c), NOT一HAVE marks 
the non-existence of entities in a spatial location i.e. locative-existential. 
(13) a. INDEX�GO_OUT_ON_DATES NOT—HAVE 
'I haven't gone out on dates.' 
b. HAIR_BE_LONG NOT_HAVE, SPRAY_ON_HAIR NOT 
'When my hair is not long, I don't spray it.' 
c. CL:LIE-INSIDE_CONTAINER BREATHE HOSPITAL NOT_HAVE 
'There weren't incubators in hospitals (in the past).' 
NOT_HAVE in (13c) functions as a negation marker in a locative-existential sentence. 
In Chapter 2, we have shown that some sign languages have similar negation markers 
that denote non-existence, for instance, NOT_HAVE in LSQ and MEIYOU in CSL. 
However, the semantics of this type of negation marker is scarcely discussed 
especially when it is used with verbal predicates. We suggest that NOT_HAVE in 
HKSL is a negative existential quantifier and we will explicate on this observation in 
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Chapter 4. 
Similar to NOT, we observe some variant forms in the articulation of 
NOT_HAVE, this includes 1) a repeated sideward movement pivoting at the elbow 
joint 2) a single outward sweep pivoting at the elbow joint 3) a single twist to the 
pronated position of the wrist. For these movement variations, we hold them to be 
distinctive in expressing the signer's attitudes towards the statement i.e. a sweeping 
movement indicates that the signer is making a strong statement in saying something 
is non-existent. 
3.3.4 Negative locative-existential: NOT一EXIST 
There is a sign that adopts an identical handshape as NOT一HAVE which, when 
articulated, is associated with the entities in space. This sign is glossed as 
NOT_EXIST (see Figure 25) which we identify to be a negation marker for 
locative-existential. 
Figure 25. NOT—EXIST 
醫 
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This negation marker is articulated usually in an arc or circular path movement 
in the neutral signing space, as shown in (14). 
(14) a. INDEX-,oc TEACHER NOT_EXIST 
'There were no teachers (in the school).' 
b. DRAWER NOT一EXIST 
'There was nothing inside the drawer.' 
Being a negation marker for locative-existentials, the path movement is usually 
anchored at a spatial locus to denote the non-existence of an entity at a particular 
locus in space, to the extent that the orientation of the articulator and the place of 
articulation have to agree in space. (14a) denotes the non-existence of any teachers in 
a room (which is recoverable from the context.) In (14b) it refers to the non-existence 
of any objects in the drawer. This circular movement generally gives a collective, 
group reading of the non-existence of the entity.^ 
In this section, we have provided a basic description of the various negation 
markers. The eight negation markers are categorized into four groups regarding their 
semantic distinctions. One significant observation we have not yet mentioned so far is 
the position of negation markers in HKSL. Considering the linear ordering of signs in 
a negative statement, the eight negation markers are all consistently positioned at the 
7 The modulation of the path movement ofNOT EXIST is sensitive to the location denoted by the 
locative NP. Based on preliminary observation, an arc movement is used when the signer is using the 
surrogate space and he/she also assumes the role of a participant who is present in that location.This 
circular movement is similarly observed in the NP quantifier ALL and this suggests further evidence of 
treating the movement as denoting a collective reading. 
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right peripheral end of the construction. This observation is our focus in the next 
section. 
3.4 Syntactic position of the sentential negators 
In HKSL, the negation marker occupies a position on the right periphery of a 
sentence. The eight negation markers examined invariably occupy the right peripheral 
position, as shown in (15). 
(15) a. INDEX-,s HARMj WON'T 
‘I won't harm you.' 
b. WEAR DRESS SHOULDN'T 
'You shouldn't wear a dress.' 
c. INDEX-,s IGNORE (pro) CAN'T 
‘I can't ignore him.' 
d. INDEX.,s 1TELL3 JAFI NOT 
‘I am not telling Jafi (this).' 
e. MORNING STUDENT LOOK_FOR INDEX-,s NOT_HAVE 
‘The students didn't look for me this morning.' 
f. INDEX-,s DOMESTIC一HELPER LOOK_FOR NOT_YET 
'I haven't looked for a domestic helper yet.' 
g. INDEX-,s FATHER MEET NEVER 
'Never have I met my father.' 
h. TABLE NOT-EXIST 
'There was nothing on the table.' 
As mentioned in Chapter 2，in ASL, the negation markers NOT and NEVER may 
occupy either the preverbal or clause-final position. These two negation markers form 
grammatical sentence at either position. While NOT surfaces at these two distinct 
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positions without inducing any semantic differences, NEVER induce semantic 
differences at the two positions. However, in SSL, there are strict requirements on the 
position of the negation marker NOT (Bergman 1995). NOT is clause-final in 
sentences with verbal predicates, as in (16a). In sentences with non-verbal predicates, 
the negation marker NOT occupies the pre-predicate position, as shown in (16b) and 
(16c): 
(16) a. neg (SSL) 
INDEX-, p KNOW NOT 
'We don't know.' 
b . n ^ (SSL) 
INDEX-3S NOT MEMBER 
'He is not a member.' 
c . n ^ (SSL) 
INDEX-,s NOT RICH 
‘I am not rich.' 
(Bergman 1994; 87-88) 
In HKSL, the negation markers invariably occupy the right peripheral position. 
As shown in (17)，ungrammatical sentences are produced with the negation markers 
occupying the preverbal position^: 
(17) a. *INDEX-,s W O N T HARM_YOU 
‘I won't harm you.' 
b. * SHOULDN'T WEAR DRESS 
'You shouldn't wear a dress.' 
8 According to the informants, the preverbal order is ungrammatical in natural signing of HKSL. This 
order can only be accepted if they intended to sign the sentences in Chinese word order which they 
usually do when communicating with signers who have low proficiency in HKSL. 
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c. *INDEX-u CAN'T IGNORE 
'I can't ignore (it).' 
d. *INDEX-,s NOT TELL JAFI 
'I don't tell Jafi (this).' 
e. *MORNING STUDENT NOT_HAVE LOOK_FOR INDEX-,^ 
'The students didn't look for me this morning.' 
f. *INDEX-,s DOMESTIC-HELPER NOT一YET LOOK_FOR 
'I haven't looked for a domestic helper yet.' 
g. *INDEX-,s FATHER NEVER MEET 
'Never have I met my father.' 
h. *NOT_EXIST TABLE 
'There was nothing on the table.' 
The right peripheral position may also be occupied by modals like WILL or the 
polarity question marker RIGHT_NOT_RIGHT, as in (18) and (19): 
(18) INDEX-,s PUNCH (pro) WILL 
'I will punch him.' 
(19) g 
(pro) TOMORROW FLY ITALY RIGHT_NOT一RIGHT 
'You will fly to Italy tomorrow, right or wrong?' 
Modals and question markers take scope over the entire propositions, therefore we 
assume that WILL and RIGHT NOTJUGHT are at a scope position taking a wide 
scope over the sentence. A right peripheral position appears to be a site for 
sentential-scope taking markers in HKSL. Therefore, the negation markers discussed 
above occupy a scope position over the sentence. In Chapter 4，we will further 
illustrate that the negation markers NOT and NOT_HAVE take sentential scope and 
therefore are sentential negation markers. 
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3.5 Chapter summary 
In this Chapter, we have provided an overview on the typology of negation in 
HKSL. Comparing HKSL with other sign languages, we find that headshake is not a 
grammatical marker for negation in HKSL. Despite this difference, we observe some 
limited use of bound morphemes to mark constituent negation, in addition the 
frequent use of unbound morphemes to mark sentential negation in HKSL. We show 
that unbound negation markers are major means to mark negation in sign languages. A 
general description of sentential negation is then provided and it is observed that 
HKSL also has simple negatives, negative modals, negative temporals and negative 
locative-existentials. These negation markers invariably occupy the right peripheral 
position which we suggest to be a scope position over the sentence. 
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Chapter 4 AOTand NOT—HAVE in Hong Kong Sign Language 
4.0 Introduction 
In this chapter, we will focus on the semantic properties of two sentential 
negators in Hong Kong Sign Language, they are NOT and NOT一HAVE. We will 
compare their semantic properties and argue that NOT is truth-functional and 
NOT_HAVE is existential. Lastly, we will discuss how the two negators interact with 
other semantic categories and we will focus on aspect and quantification. We suggest 
a correlation of NOT with 'identification' and NOT_HAVE with 'existence' as 
reflecting the semantic difference between the two negators. Also, we will show that 
NOT and NOT_HAVE hear some resemblance to m4hai6 ‘not-be’ and mou5 ‘not-have’ 
in Cantonese, or bushi'not-be' and mei'not-have' in Mandarin Chinese.‘ 
4.1 Sentential negation in HKSL 
We have defined, in Chapter 1，sentential negation as functionally a negative 
assertion i.e. an assertion of � p . In making a negative assertion, the corresponding 
proposition p is presupposed. In this section, we will focus on the semantic properties 
of NOT and NOT—HAVE in HKSL as sentential negators for marking negative 
1 As mentioned in Chapter 1，we will base our comparison primarily with Cantonese, the spoken 
language of the local hearing community; however, where necessary, we will consult some analysis of 
negation in Mandarin Chinese. Cantonese and Mandarin Chinese are observed to be quite similar with 
regard to the syntax and semantics of negation, in particular, in areas of 'not' and ‘not-have’ (Matthews 
and Yip 1994 on Cantonese), (Teng 1974, Ernst 1995，Lee 2002 on Mandarin Chinese). 
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assertion. 
4.1.1 Sentential negator NOT 
In HKSL, NOT is a sentential negator and marks the negative polarity of a 
proposition. In (1), the proposition John is going to fly to Italy tomorrow is 
presupposed and the polar question asks for the addressee's assertion either on the 
truth or falsity of this proposition. 
(1) q_ 
A: JOHN TOMORROW FLY ITALY RIGHT—NOT一RIGHT 
'John is flying to Italy tomorrow, is it true or not?' 
B: NOT. YESTERDAY FLY FINISH 
'It is not the case (that John is going to fly to India tomorrow). (He) flew yesterday.' 
The sentential negator NOT in B's utterance reverses the truth value of the 
presupposition. The sentential negator NOT. marks the negative polarity of a 
proposition forming a ~p. Therefore, the proposition John is going to fly to Italy 
tomorrow is asserted as false. We suggested that sentential negation in (1) is a 'polar 
negation' as discussed in (P. Lee 2002). 
In analyzing negation in Mandarin Chinese, P. Lee (2002) argues that a polarity 
contrast is observed in sentential negation. In (2) sentential negation is marked by bu 
'not'. The proposition Zhangsan did not graduate in 1993 is asserted in (2a). The 
negator bu 'not' represented as a in (2b) has scope over the entire proposition inside 
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the bracket. 
(2) a. Zhangsan bushi zai-1993-nian biye 
Zhangsan no-be at-1993-year graduate 
'Zhangsan did NOT graduate in 1993.' 
b. ASSERT [a (Zhangsan shi zai-1993-nian biye)] [a = - ] 
(P. Lee 2002; 20) 
The polarity of the negated proposition Zhangsan bushi zai 1993 nian biye is 
negative, as contrasted with Zhangsan shi zai 1993 nian biye which is positive. 
Therefore, we may interpret negative assertion as represented by (2b) in which the 
assertion takes a wide scope over the sentential negator that marks the negative 
polarity of a proposition. 
In line with P. Lee's (2002) analysis of sentential negation, the negative 
statement in (3a) may be interpreted as (3b). The proposition Jafi went home is 
previously assumed or explicitly stated in the preceding context. (3) denies the 
previously asserted proposition Jafi went home. The sentential negator NOT has 
scope over a presupposed proposition p and marks the negative polarity of this 
proposition forming � p . In (3b) a represents the negation marker NOT. The sentential 
negator NOT scopes over the proposition p - Jafi went home. 
(3) a. JAFI GO_HOME NOT 
'Jafi didn't home.' 
b. ASSERT [a (JAFI GO_HOME)] [a = - ] 
93 
Assertion takes scope over NOT which has the value " - " and the negated proposition 
~p. In other words, a negative assertion is formed and the proposition p is asserted as 
false. 
4.1.2 Sentential nt^^xior NOT_HAVE 
In addition to NOT, HKSL has another sentential negator NOT_HAVE which is 
used to form a negative response to the polar question marked by HAVE_NOT一HAVE 
(Figure 1) in (4). The proposition Jail went home is presupposed, NOT—HAVE as a 
sentential negator marks the negative polarity of the proposition. 
Figure 1. HAVE_NOT_HAVE 
(4) A: JAFI GO_HOME HAVE_NOT_HAVE ？ 
'Jafi went home, did he or didn't he?' 
B: NOT—HAVE 
'No, he didn't go home.' 
In B's response, NOT HAVE is used to make a negative assertion of the proposition 
Jafi went home. The negative assertion made in (4) can be again interpreted as 'polar 
negation' as shown in (5): 
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(5) a. JAFI GO_HOME NOT_HAVE 
'Jafi didn't go home.' 
b. ASSERT [a (JAFI GO_HOME)] [a = - ] 
NOT and NOT_HAVE as sentential negator both function to make a negative assertion. 
Therefore, a proposition can be asserted false with either of the sentential negators as 
shown in (6): 
(6) a. JAFI GO_HOME NOT 
'Jafi didn't go home.' 
b. JAFI GO_HOME NOT_HAVE 
‘Jafi didn't go home.' 
c. ASSERT [a (JAFI GO_HOME)] [a = - ] 
Given the interpretation in (6c), (6a) and (6b) show no difference as negative 
assertions. Therefore, there are certain semantic differences between the two 
sentential negators that are not captured in the above discussion. In the next section, 
we will point out the semantic properties that distinguish NOT一HAVE from NOT as 
sentential negators. 
4.2 Semantic Distinction of NOT and NOT_HA VE 
In this section, we will argue that NOT—HAVE is semantically distinct from NOT 
because NOT HAVE is a sentential negator that binds an event variable e. First of all, 
we will give a brief review of the general semantic literature in treating eventualities 
as a semantic entity that is linguistically distinct from propositions. 'Eventualities' as 
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adopted in (Bach 1986) is a term used generally in different literatures to encompass 
both states and events (Rosen 2003).2 In our discussion, we will follow this tradition 
and use the term eventualities when no further distinction of states and events is 
required. After the general review, we will proceed to our analysis of NOT_HAVE as a 
negative existential quantifier binding the event variable. 
4.2.1 Eventualities versus propositions 
Eventualities and propositions are semantic entities at different levels of 
interpretation as argued in (Parsons 1990，Zucchi 1993). In English, the NP 'Mary's 
arrival' and the that-cXm^Q 'that Mary arrived' denote eventualities and propositions 
respectively as shown in (7). According to Zucchi (1993), that John must have had a 
direct perception of Mary's arrival is a necessary condition for (7a) to be true. 
However, (7b) is true if John inferred that she has arrived by noticing something 
which supports such an inference. In other words, for (7b), John may be in a situation 
where he did not see Mary arrive. 
(7) a. John noticed Mary's arrival, 
b. John noticed that Mary arrived. 
(Zucchi 1993; 18) 
2 States are differentiated from events in that the former represent situations with no internal changes 
with reference to the atemporal properties of eventualities (Smith 1991). 
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(8) a. Mary remembers John's arrival. 
b. Mary remembers that John arrived. 
(Zucchi 1993; 15) 
The same differentiation of eventualities and propositions is observed in (8). In (8a), 
the NP John 's arrival denotes an event. Mary must have witnessed the situation in 
which John arrived such that the proposition that Mary remembers John's arrival is 
true. However, (8b) may be true even in a situation in which Mary has not witnessed 
John's arrival but has been told by someone that John arrived. Therefore, the NP and 
that-oXsMSQ are different linguistic expressions for two semantic entities - eventualities 
and propositions - respectively. 
The differentiation of eventualities and propositions is also argued for in 
(Parsons 1990). In (9)，the verbal gerundive Mary s singing can be used to refer to an 
event or a proposition. When referred to as an event, Mary's singing is located in 
space as shown in (9a). On the other hand, in (9b), Mary 's singing is not an event but 
a proposition that would be believed or disbelieved. 
(9) a. Mary's singing took place in the dining room, 
b. Mary's singing was hard to believe. 
In (9b)，Mary 's singing is synonymous with the that-cXowsQ as discussed above in (7b) 
and (8b) since it is used to refer to a proposition that Mary sang (was hard to believe). 
Therefore, (7) - (9) show that eventualities and propositions may be semantic entities 
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interpreted at different levels in natural language. 
4.2.2 Event variables 
Assuming the Davidsonian view of eventualities in logical semantics, simple 
sentences like (10) have an event variable e (Davidson 1967).3 This variable can be 
modified by some event modifiers which are adjuncts, as shown in (10a) - (10c). 
(10) a. John stabbed Caesar in the back. 
b. John stabbed Caesar with a knife. 
c. John stabbed Caesar in the back with a knife. 
(Parsons 1990; 13) 
In each sentence, an event variable e is bounded by an existential quantifier 3e, as in 
(11): 
(11) a. 3e [Stabbing (e) & Subject (e, John) & Object (e, Caesar) & In (e, the back) & 
Culminate(e, before now)] 
b. 3e [Stabbing (e) & Subject (e, John) & Object (e, Caesar) & With (e, a knife) & 
Culminate(e, before now)] 
c. 3e [Stabbing (e) & Subject (e, John) & Object (e, Caesar) & In (e, the back) & With (e, a 
knife) & Culmmate(e’ before now)] 
The simple sentences in (11) each has an event variable e that is existentially 
bounded i.e. the variable is bounded by an existential quantifier (Parsons 1990). 
Given a sentence John stabbed Caesar, we may interpret the relation between an 
existential quantifier and the event variable as ‘for some event e, e is a stabbing'. 
3 We will not pursue a distinction between the Davidsonian and neo-Davidsonian approach of event 
argument here since the difference between the two approaches will not affect our discussion of 
eventualities and propositions in this study. 
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Parsons (1990) also suggested that a state sentence has a state variable s which 
can also be existentially bounded. The state sentence in (12a) is represented in (12b). 
(12) a. Brutus is clever. 
b. 3s [Being-clever (s) & Theme (s, Brutus)] 
Whether the event and state sentences are best represented in Parson's model is 
beyond the scope of the present study. However, that a sentence has an existentially 
bounded event variable is generally assumed in the semantics of eventualities. 
Assuming this view, we will argue in the following sections that the sentential negator 
NOT—HAVE, as contrasted with NOT, is an existential quantifier binding an event 
variable e in HKSL. 
4.2.3 Negative existential quantifier NOT_HAVE 
In natural language, we observe the opposition between sentential negation and 
emphatic affirmation as discussed in Chapter 1. To recapitulate, sentential negation 
and emphatic affirmation are marked semantically in terms of a set of presuppositions. 
Sentential negation is marked because it has an affirmative presupposition i.e. a 
presupposed proposition p. Emphatic affirmation, on the other hand, has a negative 
presupposition i.e. the proposition ~p. In HKSL, when sentential negation is marked 
by NOT-HAVE, its corresponding emphatic affirmation is marked by HAVE. 
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Although NOT一HAVE and HAVE are differentiated by a polarity contrast, they 
share some similarities semantically. HAVE marks possession, locative-existential, 
and emphatic affirmation, as shown in (13a), (14a) and (15a) respectively while the 
corresponding negative statements are marked by NOT一HAVE. 
(13) a. JOHN SPORTS^SHOES HAVE 
'John has sports shoes.' 
b. JOHN SPORT^SHOES NOT—HAVE 
'John doesn't have sports shoes.' 
(14) a. FIRST-FLOOR COMPUTER HAVE 
'There are computers on the first floor.' 
b. FIRST-FLOOR COMPUTER NOT—HAVE 
'There aren't computers on the first floor.' 
(15) a. JOHN (YESTERDAY) COME HAVE 
'John 幽 come (yesterday).' 
b. JOHN (YESTERDAY) COME NOT—HAVE 
'John didn't come (yesterday).' 
This opposition between NOT—HAVE and HAVE is similar to that between jau5 'have' 
and mou5 'not-have' in Cantonese as shown below: 
(16) a. John jau5 wan6dung6haai4 
John have sports shoes 
'John has sports shoes.' 
b. John mou5 wan6dung6haai4 
John not-have sports shoes 
'John doesn't have sports shoes.' 
100 
(17) a. jatllau2 jau5 din6nou5 
first floor have computer 
'There are computers on the first floor.' 
b. jatllau2 mou5 din6nou5 
first floor not-have computer 
'There aren't computers on the first floor.' 
(18) a. (kam4jat6) John jau5 lei4 
yesterday John have come 
'John ^ come (yesterday).' 
b. (kam4jat6) John mou5 lei4 
yesterday John no-have come 
'John didn't come (yesterday).' 
Based on Tsai's (2003 & 2004) analysis of the Chinese jau ‘have’’ an equivalent 
marker to jau5 'have' in Cantonese, we propose that HAVE and NOT-HAVE in HKSL 
are existential quantifiers binding an event variable e. NOT—HAVE binds an event 
variable e, but negatively, marking the non-existence of the event or state in question. 
Tsai (2003 & 2004) argues for 'perfective' and ‘assertive, 'have' in Mandarin 
Chinese. Assuming Parsons' (1990) proposal that events and states are individuals that 
introduce their only arguments, Tsai (2004) suggested that you is an existential 
quantifier that binds an event variable e in (19) and a state variable s in (20). 
(19) Akiu you qu Beijing (Taiwanese Mandarin) 
Akiu have go Beijing 
'Akiu has indeed gone to Beijing.' 
(Tsai 2003; 6) 
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(20) yi you ciao o (Taiwanese Mandarin) 
He have clever PRT 
'He is indeed clever.' 
(Tsai 2004; 6)'* 
According to Tsai (2003), (19) indicates that an event exists. He remarks that this use 
of you 'have' is similar to the English have in marking perfective aspect and hence is 
treated as 'perfective' use of you 'have'. In (20), the existence of a state is taken to be 
an assertion of the corresponding proposition and hence the 'assertive' reading of you 
'have'. Example (21a) indicates that an event exists. As shown in (21b), you 'have' is 
an existential quantifier that binds an event variable e. 
(21) a. Akiu you chi Dongxi (Taiwanese Mandarin) 
Akiu have eat thing 
'Akiu has indeed eaten something.' 
b . youe, 3x，chi {Akiu, dongxi{\), e ) 
(Tsai 2003; 6-7) 
HAVE in HKSL parallels the 'perfective' you 'have' in Mandarin Chinese since both 
markers are used to assert the existence of an event. Therefore, (22a) can be 
interpreted as (22b) in which HAVE functions as an existential quantifier binding an 
event variable. 
(22) a. JOHN COME HAVE 
'John 幽 come.' 
b. 3e [come (e) & Subject (e, John)] 
4 Only the written form in Chinese is provided in the original examples in (Tsai 2004). The translations 
here are derived by the author based on the author's discussion of the assertive 少ow. 
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(22b) functions as emphatic affirmation. As discussed in 1.2.2, an emphatic 
affirmation cancels a negative presupposition. Therefore, only JOHN COME HAVE 
instead oiJOHN COME would be the felicitous denial to JOHN COME NOT一HAVE. 
(23) shows that it is the existence of an event that is asserted. 
(23) ASSERT [a [come (e) & Subject (e, John)]] [a = 3e] 
The operator a is an existential quantifier instead of a negator for sentential negation. 
This existential quantifier 3e is within the scope of assertion and therefore (23) is 
interpreted as the assertion of the existence of an event of John's coming. 
NOT-HAVE can be used in HKSL to negate the existence of events and states 
parallel to what HAVE is meant to assert. Therefore, the negative assertions in (24) 
and (25) should be represented as different from what we proposed in section 3.1.2. 
(24) JOHN HIT MARY NOT_HAVE 
'John didn't hit Mary.' 
(25) JOHN SAD NOT—HAVE 
'John wasn't sad.' 
The operator a is a negative existential quantifier represented as ~3e in (26b) and ~Bs 
in (27b). 
(26) a. JOHN HIT MARY NOT_HAVE 
'John didn't hit Mary.' 
b. ASSERT [a [Hitting (e) & Subject (e, John) & Object (e, Mary)] [a = ~3e] 
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(27) a. JOHN SAD NOT_HAVE 
'John wasn't sad.' 
b. ASSERT [a [Sad (s) & Subject (s, John)] [a = � 3 s ] 
(26) and (27) are asserting the non-existence of eventualities (i.e events or states) 
rather than the falsity of a proposition. That NOT_HAVE binds an event variable is the 
semantic distinction oiNOTJJAVE from NOT as sentential negators. 
In sum, NOT_HAVE selects eventualities as its scope of negation, negating their 
existence while NOT negates the truth-value of the presupposed proposition. NOT is a 
truth-functional sentential negator since propositions bear truth-values (Horn 1989). 
The difference between (28a) and (28b) as sentential negation is shown by comparing 
(29a) and (29b): 
(28) a. JAFI SAD NOT 
'It is not the case that Jafi was sad.' 
b. JAFI SAD NOT—HAVE 
'Jafi wasn't sad.' 
(29) a. ASSERT [a [Sad (s) & Subject (s, John)] [a =- ] 
b. ASSERT [a [Sad (s) & Subject (s, John)] [a = � 3 s ] 
Therefore, NOT and NOT一HAVE are different as they operates on semantic entities at 
different levels of interpretation, that is propositions and eventualities respectively. 
4.3 Interaction with other semantic categories 
In this section we will further discuss the differences between NOT and 
NOT_HAVE with reference to their properties as a truth-functional negator for 
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propositions and a negative existential quantifier of eventualities. In section 4.3.1，we 
will compare NOT and NOT一HAVE with respect to scope ambiguities of 
quantification and sentential negation as discussed in Chapter 1. In section 4.3.2，we 
will examine whether NOT or NOT_HAVE is a negation marker that is inherently 
specified for aspectuality. In section 4.3.3, we will examine the 'identification' and 
'existential' reading of negation as suggested in Horn (1989); we will explore the 
correlations between NOT with 'identification' on the one hand and NOT一HAVE with 
'existential' reading. 
4.3.1 NOTsind NOT_HAVE: Scope ambiguity with quantifier 
In HKSL, the quantifier ALL is articulated with a sweeping movement of a 
5-handshape (see Figure 2.). If the subject/object being quantified is physically 
present and visible, the sweeping movement usually agrees with the location of the 
entity. Hence, the NP is sometimes dropped, but the locus of the NP in space 
articulated with ALL denotes the presence of the NP. 
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Figure 2. ALL 
s ^ ^ 
In (30)，ALL quantifies over the NP TEACHER in the subject position. 
(30) TEACHER ALL COME WILL. 
'All the teachers will come' 
The sentences with the quantifier ALL and the sentential negator NOT are ambiguous 
between a Neg-Q or a Q-Neg reading. In English, the ambiguities of 'all' is partially 
explainable from the lexical ambiguity of the quantifier (Lu 2000). We suggest that 
ALL is also ambiguous between a 'collective' and a 'distributive' reading as shown in 
(31). 
(31) a. TEACHER ALL COME NOT. 
'Not all teachers are coming.' 
b. TEACHER ALL COME NOT. 
‘All teachers are not coming.' 
In (31a), ALL here receives a collective reading such that 'teachers' referred to a 
group. Therefore, (31a) is interpreted as it is not true that the undifferentiated group 
i.e. all teachers, are coming. Under this interpretation, the truth condition will be some 
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teachers are coming. In (3 lb), ALL receives a distributive reading and the teachers 
referred to each individual teachers in the group. Hence, (31b) is interpreted as it is 
not true for all the individual teachers in the group that they are coming. In other 
words, none of the teachers are coming. 
This collective reading of ALL is not available if the verb is ROLL IN since it is 
a verbal predicate that selects a distributive reading of ALL. Therefore, in (32), no 
ambiguity is observed and it can only be interpreted as 'none of the teachers come'. 
(32) (TEACHER) ALL ROLLJN NOT. 
‘All teachers didn't come together.' 
For the other sentential negator NOT-HAVE, ambiguity is not observed and the only 
available reading is 'none of the teachers come'. Comparing (31) with (33) ALL in (33) 
must be interpreted with a distributive reading as in (31b) instead of a collective 
reading as in (31a) 
(33) TEACHER ALL COME NOT-HAVE. 
'All teachers didn't come.' 
Given that ALL is lexically ambiguous between the collective and distributive 
readings, we will examine the difference in interpretation between (31) and (33) with 
respect to A^07and NOT—HAVE as semantically different sentential negators. 
Semantically speaking, NOT一HAVE serves the function of both a negation 
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marker ~ and an existential quantifier binding the event variable 3e. In Cantonese a 
sentence with a universal quantifier sou2jau5 would also unambiguously give a wide 
scope reading when an existential quantifier doul and a negator mou5 in used. 
(34) sou2jau3 louSsil doul mou5 lei4 (Cantonese) 
all teacher not-have come 
‘All the teachers are such that they didn't come.' 
This kind of unambiguous negative statement with a universal quantifier is discussed 
in Lu (2000) on Chinese data. Following Huang's (1994) analysis, Lu (2000) argues 
that (35) is unambiguous because of the presence of dou as an existential quantifier 
over the event variable in Chinese. The universal quantifier suo-you-de binds the 
individual variable x while the existential quantifier binds the event variable e as 
shown in (36). 
(35) Suo-you-de bian-fu dou bu yong sheng-na 
all bat DOU not use sonar 
'No bats use sonar.' 
(36) suo-you-de ^(bats (x)) 3e(~ (use sonar(e))) 
The resulting reading will have the existential quantifier over negation. Given that 
there are {a}, {b} and {c} in the set of bats, the reading is {a} does not use sonar, {b} 
does not use sonar and {c} does not use sonar. 
Therefore, that (33) is unambiguous is explicable in terms of the difference 
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between the two negators, i.e that NOT_HAVE is a negator and an existential 
quantifier while NOT is just a negator in HKSL. The unambiguous statement (33) 
repeated in (37a) is similar to the Chinese example in (34) and (35). The interpretation 
of (37a) is presented in (37b). 
(37) a. TEACHER ALL COME NOT-HAVE 
'All teachers are such that they didn't come.' 
b.Vx (TEACHER ( X ) ) � 3 e (COME(e)) 
This analysis of the difference between NOT and NOT_HAVE in terms of the 
ambiguities observed may further support our claim that NOT—HAVE is an existential 
quantifier binding an event variable. 
Further differences between NOT and NOT—HAVE with respect to the interaction 
between sentential negation and quantification is observed, as shown in (38). (38a) 
shows that ALL in the object position is grammatical in HKSL and (38b) shows that a 
sentential negator NOT is also grammatical with the universal quantifier ALL over the 
object TEACHER. However, it is ungrammatical in HKSL to have ALL in the object 
position when there is NOT-HAVE marking negation in the sentence, as shown in 
(38c): 
(38) a. JOHN INVITE TEACHER ALL 
'John invited all teachers.' 
b. JOHN INVITE TEACHER ALL NOT 
'John didn't invite all teachers.' 
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c. *JOHN INVITE TEACHER ALL NOT-HAVE 
'John didn't invite all the teachers.' 
d. JOHN INVITE TEACHER NOT_HAVE 
'John invited no teachers.' 
One possible interpretation is that NOT一HAVE is an unselective binder like the 
existential quantifier you in Mandarin Chinese (see Tsai 2003). It binds either the 
event variable e or an individual variable x, and NOT_HAVE quantifies over any 
immediately preceding element. In (38c), NOT_HAVE binds the individual variable x 
introduced by the immediately preceding NP TEACHER rather than the event variable 
e of the pronominal verb INVITE. Therefore, (38c) is ungrammatical because two 
quantifiers ALL and NOT_HAVE cannot bind the same variable x introduced by 
TEACHER. On the other hand, in the absence of ALL, NOT—HAVE can bind the 
individual variable x introduced by the immediately preceding NP in (38d). 
We may interpret NOT一HAVE as an operator that can bind the event variable e or 
an individual variable x introduced by an NP if no other NP quantifiers like ALL are 
involved. 5 Observing the different patterns the two negators had with the universal 
quantifier ALL in HKSL, it may further support our hypothesis that NOT_HAVE and 
NOT bear distinct semantic properties as sentential negators. 
5 NOTHING in ASL appears to be semantically similar to the HKSL NOT_HAVE since it was suggested 
in (Benedicto and Brentari 2004) that NOTHING functions both as a negative NP quantifier as well as 
an 'event negator'. However, as noted in (Grose et al 2005)，it has also been argued that NOTHING is 
just an event negator. Studying the interaction between quantifiers and negation show tell us more 
about the similarities or differences between NOTHING in ASL and NOT_HAVE in HKSL in terms of 
their semantics. 
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4.3.2 NOT and NOT一 HAVE with aspect in HKSL 
In Chapter 1, we have shown that some sentential negators are inherently 
specified for aspectual meanings (i.e. aspect or situation types). For instance, in 
Mandarin Chinese, the negator bu 'not' selects 'aspectually unbounded situations' and 
mei 'not-have' selects 'aspectually bounded situations' (Enrst 1995). Throughout this 
study, we have shown that NOT and NOT_HAVE share certain semantic properties 
with Cantonese m4 'not' /m4hai6 ‘not-be’ and mou5 ‘not-have’ respectively. 
Therefore, in this section, we should explore whether NOT and NOT_HAVE are also 
inherently specified for aspectual meanings in HKSL. 
Following Smith (1991), Ernst (1995) considers situation types like Activity as 
'aspectually unbounded situations' as opposed to 'aspectually bounded situations'. 
Mei 'not-have' selects 'aspectually bounded situations', that is, Achievements or 
Accomplishments. Therefore, mei 'not-have' is grammatical in marking negation in 
(39a) and (39b). 
(39) a. Wo mei na-dao qian (Achievement) 
I not-have hold-to money 
'I didn't take the money.' 
b. Wo mei kan zhe-ban shu (Accomplishment) 
I not-have read this-CL book 
‘I didn't read this book.' 
However, mei'not-have' is not totally ungrammatical with unbounded situation types 
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as shown in (40). Mei 'not-have' can also function as a grammatical negator with 
Activity. 
(40) Lisi mei chang-ge, tiao-wu 
Lisi not sing-song dance 
'Lisi did not sing a song, nor dance.' 
(Ma 1998; 184) 
Nevertheless, mei ‘not-have’ does not select State, as shown in (41): 
(41) a. *Ta mei congming (State) 
he not-have clever 
'He is not clever.' 
(Lin 2003; 437)6 
b. Ta bu congming 
he not clever 
'He is not clever.' 
Therefore, the difference between the two negators is that mei 'not-have' selects 
events and bu 'not' selects states (Lin 2003)/ 
In HKSL, NOT—HAVE is different from mei 'not-have' and the Cantonese mou 
'not-have' because it can be used with either states or events. (42) and (43) compare 
NOT_HAVE and the Cantonese mou5 'not-have': 
(42) States 
a. JOHN COLD NOT_HAVE (HKSL) 
'John is not cold.' 
6 According to Lin (2003), when the negator is mei 'not-havei t may indicate a change of state with 
stative predicates. However, in this case, the change-of-state reading is not denoted because congming 
'clever'is an individual-level predicate. 
(i) *Ta mei congming 
he not-have clever 
'He has not turned clever.' 
7 Lin (2003) just focuses on a distinction between states and nonstates. He defined states as requiring 
no input of energy in order to obtain the situation. 
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b. *John mou5 dung3 (Cantonese) 
John not-have cold 
'John is not cold.' 
(43) Events 
a. JOHN SMOKE NOT_HAVE (HKSL) 
'John didn't smoke.' 
b. John mou5 sik6jinl (Cantonese) 
John not-have smoke 
'John didn't smoke.' 
In (42) and (43)，NOT—HAVE functions as the operator irrespective of states and 
events reading. NOT—HAVE is different from mou5 'not-have' and m4 'not' since it 
does not specify the type of situations that it can negate. In fact, the sentential negator 
NOT is also not specified for states or events, as shown in (44): 
(44) a. JOHN LOVE MARY NOT (State) 
'It is not the case that John loves Mary.' 
b. JOHN CRY NOT (Activity) 
‘It is not the case that John cried.' 
In terms of situation aspect, neither NOT nor NOT—HAVE impose an aspectual 
selection on the situation types they can negate. Nevertheless, in HKSL, we do 
observe a negation marker NOT—YET that selects Achievements and 
Accomplishments, but not States nor Activities. We suggest that NOT_YET is a 
negation marker that marks perfective viewpoint and it requires 'aspectually bounded 
situations' in HKSL. 
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(45) a. *JOHN LOVE MARY NOT_YET (State) 
'John hasn't yet loved Mary.' 
b. *JOHN CRY NOT—YET (Activity) 
'John hasn't yet cried.' 
Perfective negation marker is commonly observed among sign languages (Zeshan 
2004). In Swedish Sign Language, negation of the perfective is not marked by the 
simple negative NOT on a sentence with a perfective marker PERF (Bergman 1994). 
The negative perfective PERFJSfEG is the only grammatical form to mark negation of 
the perfective in SSL as shown in (46). 
(46) t n ^ (SSL) 
POSS-,s BROTHER PERF_NEG MEET I N D E X � 
My brother have-not meet him 
'My brother hasn't met him.' 
(Bergman 1994; 7) 
In HKSL, NOT_YET is the negative counterpart of FINISH. Adopting the 
discussion of viewpoint aspect and situation aspect in (Smith 1991), S. Lee (2002) 
argues that FINISH in HKSL is a perfective viewpoint marker that views a situation in 
its entirety i.e. including the endpoints of the event. FINISH in HKSL may encode the 
notion of completion or termination depending on the situation types. States and 
Activities do not have initial and final endpoints and accordingly cannot take the 
perfective viewpoint marked by FINISH. We suggest that NOT一YET is the negative 
counterpart of FINISH that marks perfective viewpoint and accordingly cannot take 
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State or Activity which are aspectually unbounded i.e situations without endpoints. 
According to S. Lee (2002), FINISH will reinforce the telic and perfective 
meaning of Achievements. In (47a), the completion of the event 'John's coming' is 
indicated. 
(47) a. JOHN COME_BACK FINISH 
'John came back.' 
b. JOHN COME-BACK NOT一YET 
'John hasn't came back yet.' 
(47b) is the negative counterpart of (47a). It is interpreted as an event that has not 
attained its completion. Specifically, it states that an event of coming which is 
presupposed/expected to occur has not yet occurred at the moment of speech. This 
'expected and actual difference' reading appears to be similar to the meaning of two 
Chinese particles cai and jiu as discussed in (Lai 1995). 
According to Lai (1995), cai and jiu presuppose a change of state in the truth 
value of a proposition and they presuppose that the point at which the change occurs 
is not within an expected range. Therefore in (48a) cai gives a 'late' reading on 'Lisi's 
- being in the office' while jiu gives an 'early' reading on 'Lisi's being in the office.’ 
(48) a. Lisi san dian cai zai banggonshi 
Lisi three o'clock CAI be-in office 
'Lisi was in his office only (as late as) three o'clock.' 
b. Lisi san dian jiu zai banggonshi le 
Lisi three o'clock JIU be-in office LE 
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'Lisi was in his office only (as early as) three o'clock.' 
(Lai 1995; 68) 
The semantics of cai and jiu are explained respectively with the following schemas in 
(49a) and (49b). In (49) 'e:' marks the expected time scale and 'a:' stands for the 
Q 
actual time scale. The asserted point of change is 3 p.m. for both (49a) and (49b) i.e. 
the change from the negative state in which Lisi was not in the office to the positive 
state in which Lisi was in his office is at 3 p.m.. 
(49) a. 
-1 Lisi in his office at t Lisi in his office at t e: t < 3 p.m. 
-1 Lisi in his office at t Lisi in his office at t a: 3 p.m. 
b. 
-1 Lisi in his office at t Lisi in his office at t e: 3 p.m. < t 
Lisi in his office at t Lisi in his office at t a: 3 p.m. 
In (49a), cai means it is expected that the time of change t is earlier than three o'clock 
(t < 3 p.m.). In (49b) jiu means it is expected that the time of change t is later than 
three o'clock (3 p.m. < t). 
8 In Lai's (1995) original work ‘e:，stands for 'expectable alternation scale' and ‘a:’ stands for 'actual 
focus scale'. We have much simplified the analysis and discussion of these sentences marked with the 
particles cai and jiu. Readers are referred to the original work for more detailed discussion. 
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Returning to the analysis of NOT-YET, (47b) is repeated as (50a) with a similar 
schema as in (50b): 
(50) a. JOHN COME一BACK NOT_YET 
'John hasn't came back yet.' 
b. 
John came back at t John came back at t 
e: 1 t < moment of speech 
-1 John came back at t John came back at t a: moment of speech < t 
In (50a) we presuppose that an event of John's coming back would occur at some time 
earlier than the moment of speech (t < moment of speech) as indicated in the expected 
time scale in (50b). However, the actual point of change is later than the expected (t > 
moment of speech). Different from the Mandarin Chinese examples, what is asserted 
is not the actual point of change but the negative polarity and therefore the 
non-existence of the event. • 
In sum, the proposition negator NOT and the negative existential quantifier 
NOT—HAVE impose no requirements on situation types. This observation shows that 
‘ NOT and NOT一HAVE do possess some finer semantic difference from m4 'not' 
/m4hai 'not-be' and mou5 ‘not-have，(or the equivalent negators) in Chinese. 
Furthermore, in HKSL, we have a perfective negation marker NOT一YET as some 
other sign languages do. We have briefly discussed the semantics of this perfective 
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negation marker NOT YET though further analysis is needed to define the semantics 
of NOT-YET by examining its interaction as a perfective viewpoint marker with other 
situation types like Accomplishment. 
4.3.3 versus NOT—HAVE: identification and existence 
Horn (1978) suggests that some languages may have a negation marker that 
gives an identification reading and another one that gives an existence reading. This 
distinction is observed in Kannada, a Dravidian language of southern India. In this 
language, two negation markers alia and ilia are used to negate identification and 
locative-existential sentences respectively. 
(51) a. Idu maravu alia, gidavagide (Kannada) 
This is not a tree, it is a shrub.' 
b. I gramadali maravu ilia. 
'In this village there is not a tree 
(Horn 1978; 450) 
In (51a), negation is marked by alia and the identification of an object as maravu 
'tree' is denied. The non-existence reading is given in (51b) where ilia marks 
negation. 
In HKSL, we observe a similar difference between NOT and NOT_HAVE. (52a) 
yields an identification reading while (53a) yields an existence reading. In (52b) the 
identification reading is interpreted as 'for some x in the set of John and some y in 
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the set of teacher, x=y. For the locative-existential sentence (53b), the existence of 
teachers is being asserted. The two semantically distinct negation markers NOT and 
NOT—HAVE are for negating 'identification' and 'existence' readings respectively in 
(52b) and (53b). 
(52) a. JOHN TEACHER 
'John is a teacher.' 
b. JOHN STUDENT NOT 
'John isn't a student.' 
c. #JOHN STUDENT NOT_HAVE 
'John isn't a student.' 
(53) a. SCHOOL TEACHER HAVE 
'There are teachers in the school.' 
b. SCHOOL STUDENT NOT-HAVE 
'There aren't students in the school.' 
c. #SCHOOL STUDENT NOT 
'There aren't students in the school.' 
(52c) and (53c) are ungrammatical if the intended meanings are those given in the 
English translations.9 As shown in (52c), only NOT produces grammatical negation 
while no identification reading is available when NOT一HAVE is used. Similarly, NOT 
cannot be used to negate locative-existentials, as shown in (53c). 
We suggest that the correlation of NOT with 'identification' and that of 
NOT HAVE with 'existence' is also related to the semantic of the negators, that is 
^The only acceptable interpretations of (52c) and (53c) are given in (i) and (ii) below: 
(i) JOHN STUDENT NOT_HAVE. 
'John doesn't have students.' 
(ii) SCHOOL STUDENT NOT. 
'Schools aren't students.' 
119 
NOT is a proposition negator and NOT—HAVE is a negator of eventualities. In what 
follows, we will first explore the correlation by way of Givon's (1993) discussion 
about the difference between VP negation in (54b) and NP negation in (54c) in 
English. 
(54) a. The woman gave the book to the boy. 
b. The woman didn't give the book to the boy. 
c. No woman gave the book to the boy. 
(Givon 1993; 205) 
(54b) and (54c) are both taken as the denial of (54a) such that the proposition the 
woman gave the book to the boy is asserted false. However, (54b) and (54c) are 
different because the negation in (54c) is restricted by the negative quantifier no to the 
subject NP. In (54c) negation renders the NP as non-referring that is, there is not even 
a member within the set of women who gave the book to the boy (Givon 1993). 
We suggest that (54b) and (54c) are different also in terms of identification and 
existence. iG Considering (54b), the proposition the woman gave the book to the boy 
is denied as being true about the woman. In other words, there existed an individual x 
in the set of woman, but the proposition is asserted false because this individual x is 
not in the set of individuals y who gave the book to the boy i.e. x = y is false. 
On the other hand, the negative assertion in (54c) is different from that in (54b). 
1° We are taking (54b) as 'neutral VP-negation' as suggested in (Givon 1993) [c.f. 2.2.2.1]. Therefore, 
we are disregarding 'focused negation' readings which are interpreted in the following contexts: 
(i) The woman didn't give the book to the boy. The man did. (Subject NP-focused) 
(ii) The woman didn't give the book to the boy. She loaned it to him. (Verb-focused) 
(iii) The woman didn't give the book to the boy. She gave it to a girl. (Object NP-focused) 
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For (54c), it denies that there exists some individual x in the set of woman and hence, 
the proposition that the woman gave the book to the boy cannot be asserted true about 
any individual x. Furthermore, we suggest that the presupposed existence of an 
individual is canceled in (54c) while the presupposed existence of an individual is 
retained in (54b). The cancellation of presupposed existence has been discussed in 
(Russell 1905) on the ambiguity of (55). It has been argued that (55) has two readings 
of which one preserve the presupposed existence of the King of France and the other 
cancels the presupposed existence.‘‘ 
(55) The King of France is not bald. 
For the presupposition preserving reading, the proposition is not true about the King 
of France. For the presupposition canceling reading, the proposition is not true 
because there is no King of France given that France is a republic. Therefore, 
sentential negation may preserve or cancel the presupposed existence of an individual. 
Going back to the examples in (54), the proposition is false because the presupposed 
existence is cancelled in (54c) and there exists no individual x about which the 
proposition can be asserted true. This is different from (54b) as the existence of an 
individual x is presupposed, but the proposition is not true about x. Therefore, (54b) 
denies identification and (54c) denies existence. A truth-functional negator in (54b) 
11 The presupposition preserving negation is termed as internal negation and the presupposition 
canceling negation is termed as external negation in (Russell 1905). 
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gives the identification reading and a negative quantifier gives the existence reading 
in (54c). 
In HKSL, the identification and existence distinction can be illustrated with (56). 
Both (56b) and (56c) can be used to deny the affirmative assertion in (56a). However, 
the two negative assertions are different. In (56b), we have an identification reading 
with NOT as the sentential negator. In (56c), we have an existence reading with 
NOT-HAVE as the sentential negator. 
(56) a. JOHN COME_BACK FINISH. 
'John came back.' 
b. JOHN COME-BACK NOT. 
'It is not the case that John came back.' 
c. JOHN COME-BACK NOT_HAVE. 
'John didn't come back.' 
If we presuppose that for some individual x such that x came back and x is John, (56b) 
is used to deny the proposition as true about an individual j named by John. (56b) 
denies the identification of x = j. Therefore, On the other hand, (56c) denies the 
existence of an event which is John's coming back. Events are individuals that 
‘ introduce their only arguments (Parsons 1990) and hence a proposition can also be 
asserted true or false about an individual e just as it can be asserted true about an 
individual x. Therefore, the proposition John came back is false because there exists 
no event e such that e is an event of coming back and the subject is John. 
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The negative assertions in (56b) and (56c) have some different discourse effects 
which can be again related to the identification and existence distinction. Given a 
presupposition John came back, the negative assertion in (56b) would be followed 
by an affirmative assertion as shown in (57a): 
(57) a. JOHN COME_BACK NOT. SAM 
'It is not the case that John came back. It's sam.' 
b. JOHN COME—BACK NOT—HAVE. ！SAM 
'John didn't come back. It's sam.' 
Similar to (56b), given a presupposition that for some individual x such that x came 
back and x is John, (57a) denies the identification of x = j. Therefore, we have to 
identify some individual x about whom the proposition is true. The following 
affirmative assertion that the proposition is true only that it is true about an individual 
s named by Sam and hence x = s. 
Recall that the identification reading of negation retains the presupposition as 
shown in (56b). In (57a), we suggest that the presupposition is also retained and that 
is the existence of an event e such that e is an event of coming back. On the other 
hand, the negative assertion in (57b) is different as it cancels the presupposition which 
is an event of John's coming back. The proposition is denied in (57b) because no 
event e exists and hence the following affirmative assertion is infelicitous. 
In sum, we have shown that NOT and NOT—HAVE is correlated with the notions 
'identification' and 'existence' respectively. This correlation is not just restricted to 
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the negation of identification sentences or locative-existential sentences. The 
correlations with identification and existence can be interpreted from negation of 
simple declaratives having verbal predicates. We suggest that NOT is correlated with 
'identification' since it is a negator of propositions while NOT_HAVE is correlated 
with 'existence' since it is a negator of eventualities. 
4.4 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, we have argued that NOT and NOT_HAVE mark sentential 
negation in HKSL. A^OTand NOT_HAVE are semantically different since they operate 
on semantic entities at different levels of interpretation, that is propositions and 
eventualities respectively. In terms of semantic properties, NOT is a truth-functional 
negator and NOT_HAVE is a negative existential quantifier. In terms of interactions 
with quantifications, ambiguity is observed with sentential negator NOT but not with 
the sentential negator NOT_HAVE. Both NOT and NOT_HAVE impose no aspectual 
selection on the situation types they can negate while another negation marker 
“ NOT YET does. NOT YET is used only with 'bounded situation' and it is a negator 
that marks perfective viewpoint. This is explained by proposing that NOT negates 
propositions and reverses the truth value of a proposition while NOT_HAVE negates 
eventualities and marks the non-existence of events or states. Finally, we have shown 
124 
that NOT and NOT_HAVE are correlated with the notions 'identification' and 
'existence' respectively. This again reflects their individual semantic properties as 
negator of propositions and negator of eventualities. 
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Chapter 5 Conclusion 
In this thesis we have investigated negation in Hong Kong Sign Language from a 
semantic point of view. We have shown that in HKSL bound morphemes are for 
constituent negation and unbound morphemes for sentential negation. Constituent 
negation is not productive in the language, and we have only identified a negative 
suffix meg articulated with an open 5-handshape. This handshape is also reported to 
have been adopted in quite a number of sign languages for negation or negative 
incorporation (Woodward and DeSantis 1977, Deuchar 1987, Zeshan 2004). We have 
also provided morphological accounts of a number of signs that are characteristically 
marked with an I-handshape since it has been proposed that there is a negative 
morpheme which is phonetically realized by the I-handshape in CSL (Yang & Fischer 
2002). We showed that most of these signs are compounds in HKSL and only a few 
cases do suggest that the sign BAD is potentially being grammaticalized into a 
negative morpheme. 
Furthermore, we have provided a general description of the semantics of 
different sentential negation markers. These negation markers are classified into 
negative modals, negative temporals, negative locative-existentials and simple 
negatives, serving different semantic functions. Syntactically, the findings consistently 
show that these negation markers are in the right peripheral position of the clause. 
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Focusing on the simple negatives, we have shown that NOT and NOT一HAVE are also 
semantically distinct from each other. We suggest that the two sentential negators 
operate on semantic entities at two different levels of representations. Generally 
speaking, NOT is a truth-functional negator and denies the truth value of a 
presupposed proposition whereas NOT_HAVE is a negative existential quantifier that 
binds an event variable, marking an event as non-existence. 
Moreover, both negation markers also show different patterns of interactions 
with other semantic categories in HKSL. The truth-functional negator shows 
ambiguous readings with the NP quantifier ALL. However, no ambiguity is observed 
when the negative existential quantifier NOT_HAVE is used in the negative statement 
with ALL. We suggested that this observed difference is effected by the semantic 
nature of NOT—HAVE that it is an event variable binder. Despite the difference in 
interpretation with quantifiers, both NOT and NOT_HAVE impose no aspectual 
selection on the situation types they may mark negation on. Instead, we observe 
another negation marker NOT-YET that is inherently specified to negate 'bounded 
situation' since it is both a negator and a perfective aspect marker. Furthermore, we 
suggested a correlation of M ) � w i t h 'identification' and NOT_HAVE with 'existence' 
as reflecting the semantic difference between the two negators. 
As a preliminary, systematic study on negation in HKSL, we attempt to identify 
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those signs that serve a negative function, and classify them according to their 
semantic properties, investigating how the semantic properties of some of these 
negation markers interact with each other. This study on negation is not meant to be 
exhaustive since investigation on HKSL has just begun and many of the semantic as 
well as syntactic properties are still beyond our grasp. Given the insights from Aarons 
(1994)，Pfau & Quer (2003), Wilbur (1996) and Wood (1999) on the syntactic analysis 
of negation in ASL, DGS and LSC and with accumulated evidence in future research, 
we hope to set up a formal syntactic account reflecting the constituent order of 
negation in HKSL. That the sentential negator consistently occupies a right peripheral 
position in the syntactic structure does beg the following questions: what is the basic 
phrase structure and constituency of HKSL? Do the sentential negators head a NegP 
or do they occupy the spec of NegP? What syntactic evidence is there to confirm or 
disconfirm such a configuration? Fundamentally, what is the specifier-head 
configuration of NegP in HKSL? 
Although no formal syntactic account has been put forward in this study, we 
have been assuming that the sentential negators NOT and NOT_HAVE are indeed 
negative heads that project an NegP. This assumption is however largely semantically 
motivated as we assume with Laka (1990) that a ZP, which is semantically 
characterized as a project relevant to assertion of truth or falsity, holds the negative 
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head Neg. By showing that NOT and NOT—HAVE mark assertions, we presume that 
they are the heads of this SP and are sentential negators. Nevertheless, we have 
provided no syntactic evidence for this big assumption. 
In order to support this analysis, we have to presume HKSL phrases are 
head-final at least for the functional projections. However, among the limited studies 
on HKSL, issues like the linear basic word order have scarcely been discussed. The 
headedness of the basic phrase structure would be even a bigger question. Therefore, 
we face a big challenge in setting up a syntactic account of the syntactic position of 
the negation markers in this study. 
Furthermore, it is not necessary that the negation markers are heads. Constituents 
that are non-heads like temporal adverbials may be clause-final. Therefore, these 
negation markers could be taking up the specifier positions of the ZP. In other words, 
they could be adverbs at specifier positions instead of functional heads. As suggested 
in Zanuttini (2000), based on studies of different Romance languages, there are 
various negation markers that could be functional heads or adverbs in the languages. 
" Furthermore, there could be four distinct projections hosting negation markers in 
Romance languages. Some languages may have the NegP higher than the TP while 
some may have it lower than AspR Therefore, the structural hierarchy and the relative 
position of the NegP could be very different and syntactic evidence is important in 
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positing the clause structure in HKSL. 
In some sign languages, like ASL, the nonmanual linguistic expressions have 
usually provided important evidence for positing the clause structure. The spreading 
domain of grammatical nonmanual expressions is one important piece of evidence in 
constructing the clause structure of the language since a number of grammatical 
non-manual markers spread over the c-command domain (ABKN 1992, Neidle et al. 
2000). Therefore, a second issue that we would like to reexamine is the function of 
nonmanual expressions in Hong Kong Sign Language. The current data set was drawn 
from free conversations between a native signer and a near native signer, out of which 
tokens of negative statements were identified and analyzed. The findings that 
headshakes do not correlate with the grammatical properties of negation, nor with the 
spreading domain requires further verification in future research. 
As noted in Wilbur's (1996; 1999a, 1999b) studies, in ASL, clause-final negators 
in negative constructions involve syntactic focus as evidenced by the presence of 
brow raise. First, clause-final negators in HKSL might as well be analyzed with 
reference to the interaction between negation and focus. In addition, the grammatical 
functions of nonmanuals in negation may require them to be addressed together with 
focus in HKSL. If there are nonmanual negation markers in HKSL, their overt 
realizations or their spreading domains may be affected by other nonmanual 
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expressions that are correlated with focus or other grammatical functions. Therefore, 
the study of nonmanuals in HKSL is significant in setting up syntactic accounts of 
negation. 
The current study has conducted some preliminary analysis of the interaction of 
the semantic properties of two sentential negators with other semantic categories like 
quantification and aspectuality. Given that this is the first attempted analysis of 
negation in HKSL, there are areas of negation which we have not included in our 
study. As we have noted the difference between NOT and NOT_HAVE in terms of 
ambiguous interpretation with quantifiers, we may further investigate the interactions 
between the two negators and other quantifiers like EACH to see whether similar 
interpretation differences are observed. Furthermore, NOT_HAVE is analyzed as an 
existential quantifier of event variables and we expect that this will affect the scope 
interpretations of other event quantifiers like adverbials. Further studies on these areas 
would be fruitful to our understanding of both the negation and quantification systems 
in HKSL. 
As noted in Chapter 4, NOT一HAVE appears to have both the function of a 
negative NP quantifier and a sentential negator. Similar negators are found in other 
sign languages. Therefore, further investigation into the NP quantifier function of 
NOT-HAVE would also benefit the study of similar negation markers in other sign 
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languages. 
Negation and aspect in HKSL, as briefly discussed in Chapter 4’ is another area 
that requires future research. First of all, there is the interaction between the negation 
perfective marker NOT_YET with situation aspect. Preliminary analysis has been 
conducted on NOT_YET^'\\h Achievements. Therefore, we may further explore what 
interpretation does NOT YET gives with Accomplishments. The other issue is the 
interaction between sentential negators NOT and NOT—HAVE with the perfective 
marker FINISH. In our study, we have just studied the negation markers with situation 
aspects. It would be interesting to see what interpretation the two negation markers 
and the perfective marker FINISH obtain given that there is already an inherently 
perfective negation marker in HKSL. 
Apart from NOT—YET, the semantics of another negative temporal NEVER is 
worthy of further investigation. Recall Ramchand's (2004) analyses of two negation 
marker na and ni as a binder of event variable and time variable. We suggest pursuing 
a similar analysis on NEVER. In Bengali, the negation marker ni denotes ‘for no time 
- at all did an event of the specified type occur' (Ramchand 2004; 15). Given that 
NEVER inherently encodes temporal meaning, we suggest that NEVER may also be a 
negation marker that exerts some effects on the time variable. Further studies on the 
grammatical interaction of temporal phrases, aspect markers, or situation types with 
132 
NEVER would be crucial for pursuing such an analysis of the semantic properties of 
NEVER. 
Furthermore, we have suggested that NOT and NOT_HAVE are sentential 
negators operating on semantic entities at two different levels of representations. 
Given that they are semantically different and scope over different entities, it would 
again be interesting to see the scope interactions among them and also among other 
negation markers. It would be interesting to see if negative concord is observed in 
HKSL given that it is reported in some sign languages like ASL (Aarons 1994, Wood 
1999), LSC and DGS (Pfau & Quer 2003). 
In conclusion, sentential negation is an important grammatical category that 
closely interacts semantically and syntactically with other grammatical categories. 
This first study of the semantics of sentential negation sets up some fundamental point 
of departure for investigation into tense/aspect, quantification and other different areas 
in HKSL. Given the striking similarities of realization of negation across sign 
languages as noted in Zeshan's (2004) typological survey, this study would benefit 
“ similar studies on the semantics of negation in other sign languages. This study is also 
significant as a general semantic study of negation in natural languages as the findings 




Appendix 1 List of Examples 
I. Spontaneous naturalistic data 
(1) A and B were talking about the illegal immigration problem in Hong Kong, 
[c.f. (4a) on page 66] 
A: MAINLAND MANY. MAINLAND 
C1:CR0WDS_0F_PE0PLE—COME MANY. 
'Many Mainland people (come to Hong Kong). Many Mainland people come 
(to Hong Kong).' 
B: neg 
NOT. (pro) SMUGGLE NOT—HAVE. (pro) 
APPLY. 
‘It is not so. They do not smuggle (into Hong Kong). They apply to legal 
emigration.' 
(2) B talked about an accident happened in the past, 
[c.f. (4b) on page 66] 
B:C1:BL00D_RUN_D0WN_FR0M_THE_W0UND_0N_MY_WRIST. 
n e g 
(pro) CRY NOT-HAVE. 
‘It was bleeding on my wrist. I didn't cry.' 
(3) A asked B whether he had put on hairspray. 
[c.f. (4c) on page 66] 
A: PUT_ON_HAIRSPRAY HAVE INDEXzs? 
‘Did you put on hairspray?' 
B: neg 
INDEXis NOT-HAVE. 
'I didn't (put on hairspray).' 
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(4) A and B were talking about their experiences of traveling abroad, 
[c.f. (5a) on page 67] 
A: (pro) C1:B0ARD_A_PLANE TRY. KNOW. INDEXis 
NEVER. 
'You have experience of traveling on a plane. You know what it's like. I have 
never traveled on a plane.， 
B: (pro) CRUISE_ON_A_SHIP TRY 
backward body lean and backward head tilt 
INDEXis CRUISE_ON_A_SHIP NOT_HAVE. 
'You have experience of cruising on a ship. I haven't cruised on a ship.' 
(5) B told informant A when he will use hairspray. 
[c.f. (5b) on page 67] 
B: IF HAIR_BE_LONG, INDEXis PUT_ON_HAIRSPRAY. 
k 
forward head tilt 
HAIR BE LONG NOT HAVE, PUT ON HAIRSPRAY — — — ‘ 
NOT. 
‘If my hair is long, I put on hairspray. When my hair isn't long, I don't put on 
hairspray.' 
(6) Informant A said that her nephew is kind. Though he knows he is being bullied. 
He doesn't complain. 
[c.f. (12a) on page 83] 
BULLY KNOW. (pro) COMPLAIN NOT. DON'T_LIKE 
'(He) knows he is being bullied. (He) doesn't complain. (He) doesn't like 
complaining.' 
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(7) Informant B was talking about an accident and how his wound was treated in the 
clinic. He asked the doctor i f he is going to get an injection. 
[c.f. (12b) on page 83] 
B: 9 
RECEIVE—INJECTION N O T 
' I ' m not going to get an injection?' 
(8) A told her parents that she was not dating anyone, 
[c.f. (13a) on page 84] 
A : INDEX-3S GO_OUT_ON_DATES NOT_HAVE 
' I haven't gone out on dates.' 
(9) A talked about his habit o f using hairspray. 
[c.f. (13b) on page 84] 
IF HAIR_BE_LONG, INDEXis PUT_ON_HAIRSPRAY. 
br 
forward head tilt 
H A I R BE L O N G N O T HAVE, PUT O N HAIRSPRAY — — — , — 
NOT. 
' I f my hair is long, I put on hairspray. When my hair isn't long, I don't put on 
hairspray.' 
(10) A explained why babies died early in the old days, 
[c.f. (13c) on page 84] 
CL :L IE- INSIDE CONTAINER BREATHE HOSPITAL N O T HAVE — ―^ 
'There weren't incubators in hospitals ( in the past).' 
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II. Elicited data 
(1) C and D were leaving the Centre for lunch, 
[c.f. (6a) on page 76] 
C: INDEX2S BAG BRING—ALONG NOT? 
‘You are not going to bring along your bag?' 
D: CENTER SAFE, (pro) STEAL WON'T. 
‘It is safe in the center. It is not possible for (it) to be stolen.' 
(2) C and D were leaving the Centre for lunch. C left her shoulder bag behind, 
[c.f. (6b) on page 76] 
D: BRING一ALONG-SHOULDER_BAG HAVE—TO. 
(pro) STEAL WILL. 
‘You have to bring along your shoulder bag. It is possible (for) it to be stolen.' 
(3) A football match will be broadcasted live on TV at night. C asked D if he is going 
to watch it. 
[c.f. (7a) on page 76] 
D: TOMORROW EXAMINATION. INDEX-is 
TELEVISION WON'T 
'Tomorrow is the examination day. I won't watch the television broadcast.' 
(4) A football match will be broadcasted live on TV at night. C asked D if he is 
going to watch it. 
[c.f. (7b) on page 77] 
D: INDEX-is GO-HOME TELEVISION WILL 
‘I will go home and watch the television broadcast.' 
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(5) The computer is not responding. C wasn't sure what to do with it. 
[c.f. (8a) on page 78] 
C: NOW COMPUTER SHUT-DOWN CAN? 
'Can I shut down the computer now?' 
D: SHOULDN'T. 
‘You shouldn't (shut it down now).' 
(6) C has injured his left but he wanted to play basketball, 
[c.f. (8b) on page 79] 
C: INDEX-is TONIGHT PLAY_BASKETBALL. 
'I am playing basketball tonight.' 
D: SHOULDN'T. DOCTOR SAY (pro) REST ONE—WEEK. 
JUMP SHOULDN'T. 
'You shouldn't (play basketball tonight). I told you many times. The doctor 
says you should rest for one week. You shouldn't jump.' 
(7) C and D had planned to go hiking but D got his leg injured the day before, 
[c.f. (9a) on page 79] 
D: TOMORROW INDEX-is HIKING CAN'T. 
LEG HURT 
'I can't go hiking tomorrow. My leg hurts.' 
(8) C asked D to play basketball with him. 
[c.f. (9b) on page 79] 
D: TOMORROW PLAY_BASKETBALL CAN'T. FATHER 
FLY_BACK. INDEX-is ACCOMPANY (pro) 
NEED—TO 
‘I can't play basketball tomorrow. My father is flying back (to Hong Kong). I 
have to accompany my father.' 
Appendix 1 
(9) C saw D packing his stuffs into his bag. 
[c.f. (10a) on page 80] 
C： 9 
LEAVE INDEX-2S ？ 
'Are you leaving?' 
D: NOT. INDEX-is LEAVE NOT_YET. 
‘It is not so. I am not leaving yet.' 
(10) C asked D to clean up the reading comer and shelved the books. E asked D if he 
has finished the job yet. 
[c.f. (10b) on page 80] 
E： q 
CLEANJJP FINISH? 
'Have you finished cleaning up the place?' 
D: FINISH. BUT (pro) BOOKS CL:PUT_ON_SHELF 
NOT—YET. 
'Finished. But I haven't shelved the books yet.' 
(11) D was not interested in movies and he has never seen one. 
[c.f. (11a) on page 81] 
INDEX-is SEE 一A - M O V I E UNITERESTED. 
INDEX-is SEE_A_MOVIE NEVER. 
‘I am uninterested in movies. I have never seen a movie.' 
(12) D loves playing basketball but he hasn't been playing for a long time after his 
injury. 
[c.f. ( l ib) on page 81] 
INDEX-is PLAY一BASKETBALL WANT一TO. 
INDEX-,s PLAY-BASKETBALL NEVER. 
‘I wanted to play basketball. I haven't played basketball for a long time.' 
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(13) D loves playing basketball but he hasn't been playing for five years after his 
injury. 
[c.f. (11c) on page 81] 
INDEX-is PLAY-BASKETBALL WANT—TO. 
INDEX-is PLAY-BASKETBALL FIVE—YEARS NEVER. 
'I wanted to play basketball. I haven't played basketball for five years.' 
(14) A said that he went to school yesterday but found no teachers in the school, 
[c.f. (14a) on page 86] 
INDEX-ioc TEACHER NOT_EXIST 
'There were no teachers (in the school).' 
(15) A told B to look for the keys in the drawer. B open the drawer but found nothing 
inside it. 
[c.f. (14b) on page 86] 
B: DRAWER NOT一EXIST 
'There was nothing inside the drawer.' 
(16) A asked B for advices. A was not sure if he should take the advices. B told A to 
trust him. 
[c.f. (15a) on page 87] 
B: INDEX-,s HARM2 WON'T 
'I won't harm you.' 
(17) A told B that they are playing basketball tomorrow. So A warned B not to wear 
dresses. 
[c.f. (15b) on page 87] 
A: WEAR DRESS SHOULDN'T 
‘You shouldn't wear a dress.' 
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(18) A was very much annoyed by his friends. B told A to ignore this friend. But B 
said that they are good friends and he can't do that. 
[c.f. (15c) on page 87] 
B: INDEX-is IGNORE (pro) CAN'T 
'I can't ignore him.' 
(19) A told B some rumors about Jafi. B said Jafi would not be happy to hear that 
and asked A not to tell him. 
[c.f. (15d)on page 87] 
A: INDEX.1S 1TELL3 JAFI NOT 
'I am not telling Jafi (this).' 
(20) A told B that he expected the students to look for him in the morning but no one 
did. 
[c.f. (15e) on page 87] 
A: MORNING STUDENT LOOK_FOR INDEX-is 
NOT-HAVE 
‘The students didn't look for me this morning.' 
(21) A had mentioned to B that he will look for a domestic helper. B met A and asked 
about it. 
[c.f. (15f) on page 87] 
A: INDEX-is DOMESTIC-HELPER LOOK—FOR NOT_YET 
'I haven't looked for a domestic helper yet.' 
(22) A said he doesn't know who his father is. He have never met him. 
[c.f. (15g) on page 87] 
INDEX-is FATHER MEET NEVER 
'Never have I met my father.' 
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(23) A told B there was food on the table. B went to look for it but found nothing, 
[c.f. (15h)on page 87] 
B: TABLE NOT-EXIST 
'There was nothing on the table.' 
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